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PAYING TRIBUTE TO CHUCK 

COLSON, FOUNDER OF PRISON 
FELLOWSHIP 

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

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a convicted 
felon. 

Earlier this month, with the reveal-
ing of Deep Throat, we were reminded 
of Watergate, a pivotal event in Amer-
ican history that also marked a major 
turning point in the life of then White 
House hatchet man Chuck Colson. In-
stead of returning to a career in the 
private sector after serving his prison 
sentence, Colson felt called to return 
to those still behind bars. 
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In 1976 he founded Prison Fellowship, 
the world’s largest prison outreach or-
ganization. 

In 2002, after nearly 30 years of lead-
ing Prison Fellowship, Colson named 
former Virginia Attorney General 
Mark Earley as the man who would 
take the organization into the next 
generation. Now, June 16, 2005, marks 
another crowning moment as they 
dedicate new headquarters in 
Landsdowne, Virginia. 

With over two million Americans be-
hind bars in the United States, Prison 
Fellowship is working to change hearts 
and help return inmates to society as 
productive citizens. 

Today we may dedicate bricks and 
mortar, but we are truly giving thanks 
that Prison Fellowship is not just an 
organization; it is a movement of 
churches and volunteers in all 50 
States and now 108 countries around 
the world 

Thank you, Chuck Colson, for saving 
lives by saving souls. 
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REPUBLICAN ABUSES OF POWER 

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

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, how 
much does the majority leader under-
estimate the American people? For 6 
months now the House Ethics Com-
mittee has been unable to meet be-
cause the Ethics Committee chairman 
refuses to abide by the committee’s 
own rules. And now, this week, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) says it 
is the Democrats who are keeping the 
committee from meeting because, ac-
cording to him, they want to delay his 
case before the Ethics Committee until 
an election year. 

If the majority leader really wants 
his case heard before the Ethics Com-
mittee, he should persuade the Ethics 
Committee chairman to abide by the 
ethics rules and appoint a nonpartisan 
staff director. The rules of the com-
mittee are clear that the staff be as-
sembled and retained as a professional 
nonpartisan staff. If the gentleman 
from Washington (Chairman HASTINGS) 

is allowed to appoint his chief of staff, 
he would be breaking the committee 
rules by having a partisan staffer on 
the committee. 

Democrats want the Ethics Com-
mittee to play by the rules. Please play 
by the rules. 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2863, DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2006 
Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 

by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 315 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 315 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2863) making 
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2006, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All 
points of order against consideration of the 
bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Appropriations. After gen-
eral debate the bill shall be considered for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. All 
points of order against provisions in the bill 
for failure to comply with clause 2 of rule 
XXI are waived. During consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole may accord priority 
in recognition on the basis of whether the 
Member offering an amendment has caused 
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for that pur-
pose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amendments 
so printed shall be considered as read. When 
the committee rises and reports the bill back 
to the House with a recommendation that 
the bill do pass, the previous question shall 
be considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to 
recommit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FORBES). The gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COLE) is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
for the purpose of debate only, I yield 
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. Res. 315. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 

on Tuesday the Rules Committee met 

and reported a rule for consideration of 
the House Report for H.R. 2863, the De-
partment of Defense Appropriations 
Bill for Fiscal Year 2006. 

Mr. Speaker, when the Rules Com-
mittee met, it granted an open rule, 
providing 1 hour of general debate 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Committee on Appropriations. This 
rule waives all points of order against 
consideration of the bill. For the pur-
poses of amendment, the bill shall be 
read by paragraph. Additionally, this 
rule waives all points of order against 
provisions in the bill which fail to com-
ply with clause 2 of rule XXI, and it au-
thorizes the Chair to accord priority in 
recognition to Members who have pre- 
printed their amendments in the 
RECORD. It provides one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, the committee believes 
this rule will provide ample oppor-
tunity for Members to fully debate the 
funding of our national defense. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the rule for H.R. 2863 and the under-
lying bill. This important legislation 
takes dramatic steps to further pros-
ecute the global war on terror, enhance 
our security, and improve the lives of 
our servicemen and women. It is a bill 
that fundamentally addresses many of 
the transformative challenges faced by 
our military in the future and imple-
ments many measures needed to meet 
those challenges. 

Mr. Speaker, the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee and the full Ap-
propriations Committee have presented 
us with an excellent bill. This bill pro-
vides us with a way to meet many of 
the current challenges that we face by 
addressing the immediate require-
ments of our forces as well as the ongo-
ing need to transform our military 
through the adoption of new tech-
nology, advanced methods of warfare, 
and innovative changes in military 
doctrine. 

To fully appreciate the significance 
of H.R. 2863, one must understand the 
four long-term challenges that we seek 
to address in this legislation. 

The first long-term challenge is a di-
rect result of the procurement holiday 
that was taken by our country in the 
1990s. To understand the consequences 
of shortchanging our military during 
this era, one need only to recall the 
ammunition accounts as they were 
funded, or perhaps better described as 
not funded, during this period. The fail-
ure to maintain adequate stocks of am-
munition is a shortcoming we are only 
now beginning to overcome. Addition-
ally, one can see the adverse effects 
that a constant surge in deployments 
in the 1990s had upon the maintenance 
levels of our hardware. This bill takes 
important steps to rectify that prob-
lem associated with the procurement 
holiday. 

Mr. Speaker, the second long-term 
challenge we must address on a con-
tinual basis is related to the trans-
formation of our military forces. The 
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famous Goldwater-Nichols legislation 
of 1986 altered the manner in which we 
organize to fight wars and committed 
us to transforming the nature of our 
forces, transformation demands an on-
going strategic, operational, and tac-
tical review of our needs in relation to 
technology, procurement and the de-
velopment of joint warfighting capa-
bilities. 

Each service, all our units and all our 
equipment must complement one an-
other and contribute to the increased 
effectiveness of our forces. Trans-
formation is not a goal in and of itself. 
It is a process of continuous change 
and adaptation that makes our forces 
more effective. This is an issue we 
must address on an ongoing basis. H.R. 
2863 does just that. 

Mr. Speaker, the third long-term 
challenge we face is related to our 
force structure and manpower require-
ments. This legislation, while meeting 
the request of the President’s budget, 
also continues to fund additional forces 
required to prosecute the global war on 
terror. This is a good start. In future 
years, we will need to closely examine 
and, I believe, increase the size of our 
forces. There is no short-term easy so-
lution to recruiting and maintaining 
the larger forces I personally believe 
we will need in the dangerous world in 
which we live. Still, H.R. 2863 is a good 
interim step and one which we should 
take and support and build on in the 
coming years. 

The fourth long-term challenge faced 
by the military results from the global 
war on terror. This is not a conven-
tional war. We are not fighting a na-
tion state. We are fighting the adher-
ents of a fanatical ideology that tran-
scends national borders and takes root 
whenever and wherever it can. We are 
involved in a generational war against 
these fanatics that will last for dec-
ades. It will require a wide range of 
diplomatic, developmental, intel-
ligence, communications, and civil af-
fairs tools and activities to win. 

The military component of this effort 
will be expensive and ever-changing. 
Hence, I believe we took a wise and im-
portant step when we added $45.3 bil-
lion in bridge funding in ‘‘Emergency 
Wartime Appropriations’’ to this de-
fense bill. It is something that indi-
cates our understanding of the long- 
term nature of the challenge we face 
and our determination to commit the 
resources needed to be successful. 

Today, some Members may wish to 
have a broad discussion on the situa-
tion in Iraq. I welcome that debate, 
and the open rule attached to this leg-
islation will allow that discussion. 
However, in the end, this bill is not 
about Iraq. It is about providing the 
men and women who defend our coun-
try with the tools they need to prevail 
against those who would do harm to 
the United States. After the collapse of 
the old Soviet Union, we took our secu-
rity for granted and we underfunded 
the military for a decade. September 
11, 2001, taught us the folly of our as-
sumptions in this regard. 

Since that time, the administration 
and the Congress have made the tough 
decisions needed to rebuild our mili-
tary and expand its capabilities while 
waging a war on terror. This bill is an-
other step in that process. It is well 
crafted, essentially bipartisan, and 
moves us in the proper direction. Once 
passed, this legislation will enhance 
our security, enable us to fight the war 
on terror, and improve the quality of 
life for our servicemen and women. 

Mr. Speaker, to that end, I urge sup-
port for the rule and the underlying 
bill. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COLE) for yielding me the 
customary 30 minutes. I yield myself 6 
minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by com-
mending the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEWIS), the Appropriations 
Committee chairman and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the 
ranking member, and the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), Defense Sub-
committee chairman, and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA), the ranking member, for their 
continuing bipartisan work in drafting 
the annual defense appropriations bill. 

I will not take time to detail the pro-
grams funded under this bill. However, 
I would like to express concern and my 
deep unease with a few aspects of this 
spending bill. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2863 appropriates 
$408.9 billion for the Department of De-
fense. That is $3.3 billion below what 
the administration requested. This 
total also includes $45.3 billion in 
unrequested funds for operations in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. Total defense 
spending now accounts for nearly 55 
percent of the entire Federal discre-
tionary budget for fiscal year 2006. 

Now, while the Committee has 
trimmed somewhat the administra-
tion’s budget request, overall defense 
spending, in real terms, is currently 
about 20 percent greater than the aver-
age Cold War budget. 

Mr. Speaker, this is spending of his-
toric proportions. 

Since the spring of 2003, Congress has 
appropriated approximately $250 bil-
lion-plus for the war efforts in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, largely through three 
huge supplemental appropriations 
bills. U.S. spending in Iraq alone will 
be at least 75 to 80 billion this year 
alone. And it could approach a $400 bil-
lion total by 2006, making the Iraq war 
one of the costliest in U.S. history. Ev-
eryone in this House expects the Presi-
dent to ask for additional funds later 
this year, an expectation that I guess 
led the Committee to appropriate the 
$45.3 billion in as-yet-unrequested 
funds for operations in Iraq. 

This so-called ‘‘bridge fund’’ means, 
Mr. Speaker, that we are, in essence, 
passing two appropriations bills for 
Iraq and Afghanistan. One is called the 
Iraq supplemental, which Congress 

takes up at the beginning of each year, 
and the other is this bridge fund. Re-
member we had one last year too, and 
it is attached to the annual defense ap-
propriations bill. 

Mr. Speaker, it is no longer breaking 
news that we are engaged in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. And it is critical for the 
economic and fiscal health of our Na-
tion that the now-predictable spending 
for continued operations in Iraq and 
Afghanistan be included in the regular 
budget process so we can plan for it, 
make the necessary budgetary trade- 
offs, and most importantly, Mr. Speak-
er, so we can pay for it. 

We should be paying for this war 
now, Mr. Speaker, not handing the cost 
off to our grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker, just this week the death 
toll of American troops killed in Iraq 
exceeded 1,700. Last month was one of 
the deadliest months in Iraq in the 2 
years since President Bush declared 
the end of major combat operations. In 
May of 2005, 67 U.S. soldiers and Ma-
rines were killed by hostile fire, the 
fourth highest tally since the war 
began. 

In a June 12 Knight-Ridder article 
entitled ‘‘Military Action Won’t End 
Insurgency, Growing Number of U.S. 
Officers Believe,’’ Lieutenant Colonel 
Frederick P. Wellman, who works with 
the task force overseeing the training 
of Iraqi security troops, said the insur-
gency doesn’t seem to be running out 
of new recruits. ‘‘We can’t kill them 
all,’’ Wellman said. ‘‘When I kill one, I 
create three.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I personally believe 
there is no military solution in Iraq, 
immediate or long term. General 
George Casey, the top U.S. commander 
in Iraq, has expressed similar senti-
ments. He has called the U.S. military 
efforts ‘‘the Pillsbury Doughboy idea,’’ 
meaning that if you press the insur-
gency in one area, it only causes it to 
rise somewhere else. 

Mr. Speaker, I very much regret that 
an amendment offered by the Demo-
cratic minority leader, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI), 
was not made in order by the Rules 
Committee. This amendment is quite 
simple. It calls on the President to 
transmit to congressional leaders a re-
port on what is our strategy for success 
in Iraq, one that identifies criteria to 
determine when it is appropriate to 
begin the withdrawal of our military 
from Iraq. The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia’s (Ms. PELOSI) amendment is a 
reasonable, thoughtful approach. For 
the life of me, I cannot understand why 
the Rules Committee would not make 
it in order. 
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Mr. Speaker, we need that kind of 
clarity in our policy. We need a change, 
of course, and at the end of this debate, 
I will ask my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ 
on the previous question so that the 
Pelosi amendment may be considered. 

Mr. Speaker, there are some who be-
lieve that our only responsibility in 
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this time of war is to automatically ap-
prove appropriations bills, no questions 
asked. Let me remind my colleagues 
that we also have a responsibility to do 
proper oversight, to conduct thought-
ful debate, and to ensure that there is 
a clearly defined mission, which in-
cludes when our men and women can 
come home. That is what the Pelosi 
amendment seeks to accomplish, but 
for some reason the Republican leader-
ship does not want to talk about it. 

To be honest, I do not think this ad-
ministration has a clue about what 
they are doing in Iraq, and, Mr. Speak-
er, that is a tragedy. 

Clearly the current situation is not 
what the administration predicted, but 
instead of giving us a truthful assess-
ment, instead of candor and clarity, we 
are given spin. We are told that things 
are going great. That is simply not 
credible. 

Mr. Speaker, it takes no courage for 
a politician to stand before a micro-
phone and say, we must stay the 
course. It is not our lives that are on 
the line. We must recognize that the 
Members of this House have a responsi-
bility that has for too long been ne-
glected. 

We owe our troops, indeed we owe our 
country, some answers. I know that 
this is not a comfortable topic, but I 
would plead with my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to start wor-
rying less about saving face and more 
about doing what is right. 

At the end of this debate, Mr. Speak-
er, I will remind my colleagues I will 
be asking for a ‘‘no’’ vote on the pre-
vious question. 

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

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
GINGREY). 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Oklahoma for 
yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the rule for the fiscal year 2006 De-
partment of Defense Appropriations 
Act and the underlying legislation. 

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from California (Chairman 
LEWIS), the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Ranking Member OBEY), the gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman 
YOUNG), the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Ranking Member MURTHA) and 
the staff of the Subcommittee on De-
fense for their tireless efforts in sup-
port of our soldiers, sailors, airmen and 
marines who are bravely defending us 
at home and abroad. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill does a remark-
able job of covering a wide scope of 
issues that are vitally important to our 
armed services, both Active and Re-
serve components, and it clearly meets 
the immediate needs of the warfighter. 

I am particularly grateful for the 
work the Committee on Appropriations 
has done to fund the FA–22 program 
this year. The funding for 25 planes will 
go a long way towards providing sta-

bility for that program and assuring 
that America does maintain air domi-
nance for the foreseeable future. I also 
wholeheartedly agree with the commit-
tee’s assessment that the Department 
of Defense should look into the future 
needs for the FA–22 fighter and con-
sider both a multiyear contract and ex-
tending the procurement life of the 
program beyond fiscal year 2009. 

I am especially appreciative for the 
hard work of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Chairman LEWIS) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman YOUNG) 
in restoring the multiyear contract for 
the procurement of C–130Js. This is an 
absolutely vital program, Mr. Speaker, 
for our military’s current and future 
airlift capability, and I and our Nation 
are grateful for their strong support. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
thank the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the committee for their hard 
work on this bill. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. PELOSI), our Demo-
cratic leader, whose amendment was 
not allowed to be made in order by the 
Committee on Rules last night. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to action taken by 
the Committee on Rules last night 
when they refused to grant a waiver for 
my amendment, which I will describe 
in a moment. 

First, I want to commend the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) and the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG) for their patriotism, for 
their hard work on behalf of the safety 
and security of our country and the 
well-being of our troops. I say to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) 
congratulations and thank you for 
what you have done. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MURTHA) is not in the room at the 
moment, but I want to acknowledge his 
great leadership, as well as that of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), 
our ranking member of the full com-
mittee, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEWIS), the new chairman 
of the full committee. They have all 
had a strong commitment to our na-
tional defense, to our men and women 
in uniform, to the safety and security 
of our country. They help us honor our 
oath of office which calls for providing 
for the common defense. 

I would have hoped that in this legis-
lation that comes before us we would 
have had an opportunity to give an ac-
counting to the American people as to 
the conduct of the war in Iraq. 

As we all know, Mr. Speaker, this 
Sunday is Father’s Day, and many fa-
thers, young fathers, will be away from 
their families. They will be in Iraq. 
They will be in Iraq, just as many 
mothers were on Mother’s Day. These 
brave young mothers and fathers, sons 
and daughters, and many others are 
fighting a war of choice in which we 
sent our young people in harm’s way 
without leveling with the American 
people. They were sent into a war with-

out the intelligence about what they 
were going to confront, without the 
equipment to protect them and with-
out a plan of what would happen after 
the fall of Baghdad. 

I, as well as many of my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle, have visited 
with soldiers in Iraq and many of 
whom are on their second tour of duty 
there. I have conveyed to those brave 
soldiers, as I have to the wounded in 
military hospitals in the United States 
and overseas, how grateful the Amer-
ican people are for their valor, their 
patriotism and the sacrifice they are 
willing to make for our country. They 
have performed their duties with great 
courage and great skill, and we are all 
deeply in their debt. 

Disagreement with the policies and 
the conduct of the war that sent our 
troops to Iraq, and which keeps them 
in danger today, in no way diminishes 
the respect and admiration that we 
have for our troops. Sadly, their level 
of sacrifice has not been met by the 
level of the administration’s planning, 
and now the American people agree. 
This war is not making America safer. 

This unnecessary, preemptive war 
has come at great cost. More than 1,700 
of our troops have lost their lives, and 
thousands more have suffered wounds, 
many of them, many thousands of 
them, suffering permanent wounds. 
Since the war began more than 2 years 
ago, Congress has appropriated nearly 
$200 billion for the war in Iraq, and the 
United States has suffered devastating 
damage to our reputation in the eyes of 
the world. The cost in lives and limbs, 
the cost in dollars, the cost in reputa-
tion has been enormous. 

Then-Republican Senator from Ohio, 
Senator Robert Taft, soon to become 
the majority leader, the Republican 
leader in the Senate of the United 
States, had this to say about our duty 
in time of war. He said, ‘‘Criticism in a 
time of war is essential to the mainte-
nance of any kind of democratic gov-
ernment.’’ He is a Republican. That 
was during World War II, and what he 
said was right, ‘‘Criticism in a time of 
war is essential to the maintenance of 
any kind of democratic government.’’ 

Each passing day confirms that the 
Iraq War has been a grotesque mistake. 
We are here today considering a rule 
for a defense appropriations bill that 
will provide another $45 billion for that 
war, in addition to the hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars already appropriated, 
and the end is not in sight. This money 
has been spent in Iraq without question 
by Congress, without accountability by 
the administration and without suc-
cess. 

Today we must also finally, if belat-
edly, heed the admonition of Senator 
Taft and pose questions. The questions 
are long overdue, about the policies by 
which the Iraq War is conducted. Con-
gress did not discharge its responsi-
bility to oversee the policies at the 
start of the war, and it has not done so 
since. The American people, particu-
larly our troops who are serving in 
harm’s way, deserve better. 
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If we defeat the previous question on 

this rule, this is a technicality inside a 
baseball process here, but if we defeat 
the previous question on this rule, we 
can consider my amendment, which 
says to the President: ‘‘Within 30 days 
of enactment of this legislation, Con-
gress expects an accounting from you 
as to what the strategy for success is. 
What security and political measures 
have you established that will bring 
our troops home?’’ 

Specifically, my amendment would 
require the President within 30 days of 
enactment, as I mentioned, submit to 
Congress a report identifying the cri-
teria that will be used to determine 
when it is appropriate to begin to bring 
our troops home from Iraq. It does not 
require that the troops be brought 
home by a particular day. It requires 
only that the means for judging when 
they may be brought home be shared 
with the Congress. 

This is not new language. Under the 
leadership of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN), even more ex-
panded, more detailed criteria were set 
forth in the supplemental bill, which 
was agreed to in a bipartisan way. I be-
lieve the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) was a party to that agreement 
with the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MURTHA). 

So this is just raising the profile once 
again of that requirement, and I com-
mend the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. MORAN) for his leadership, for his 
attention to the detail of all of this, for 
providing some questions for much- 
needed answers for the American peo-
ple. 

It is long time past due that the 
President level with the American peo-
ple and tell them what the plan is for 
our troops to complete their work in 
Iraq. Before any more money is pro-
vided for this war, Congress must insist 
that this information be shared. 

I hope that the administration will 
honor the request, the bipartisan re-
quest, in the supplemental. This appro-
priations bill, which has even more 
money for Iraq, is an appropriate place 
for us to make that request as well. 

This is an enormous issue in our 
country. Our troops are in harm’s way. 
Their actions there, again, have been 
marked by their patriotism, their skill, 
their love of our country and their 
courage, but we have to let them know 
what the goal is and when we have ac-
complished it so that they can come 
home. 

I hope that we will have bipartisan 
consensus for a strategy for success in 
Iraq. 

Regrettably, the Republican major-
ity on the Committee on Rules refused 
to make my amendment in order. 
Therefore, opposing the previous ques-
tion on the rule is the only way that 
we can force this issue on the defense 
appropriations bill. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
that vote and to ‘‘yes’’ for account-
ability for a safer America. 

I thank the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) for his time. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking Demo-
crat on the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would strongly urge 
that this House vote ‘‘no’’ on the pre-
vious question for the reasons just laid 
out by the distinguished minority lead-
er. I think there are some other rea-
sons as well. 

I happen to think that the Iraqi war 
is the dumbest war that we have en-
gaged in since the War of 1812, but my 
opinion is not relevant on that point 
today. We are there, and the question 
is how do we best deal with the prob-
lem now that we are. 

To me, it is irresponsible and mind-
less for us to be involved in a war un-
less we have some kind of idea how we 
will define success. How will we know 
when we have won; or conversely, how 
will we know if and when this effort be-
comes obviously counterproductive? 

Right now we have no specific meas-
uring stick. All we know is that we are 
in a morass, and we are likely to re-
main there for years. I would predict 
American troops are going to be there 
for a decade under existing policy. I do 
not think the American people will 
stand for that unless there is a clear 
policy and a clear set of goals and a 
clear set of tools to evaluate what it is 
we are doing. We need to know what 
standard of success will be held up for 
training Iraqi replacements. We need 
to know the answer to a wide variety 
of other questions. 
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But there is another reason why I 

think this is important. The bill we 
will debate today spends $45 billion in a 
‘‘bridge fund’’ for Iraq. That means 
that we are bumping up against the 
ceiling in the budget resolution. The 
problem is that the $45 billion in the 
defense bill today only pays for 6 
months of the war. How are we going to 
pay for the other 6 months? The answer 
is, we do not know. All we know is that 
the next time a supplemental comes up 
to pay for that war, we are going to 
have to find $40 billion or more. 

I would suggest if we have to do that, 
there are only two ways that are re-
sponsible: one is to require the Budget 
Committee to come up with another 
resolution which spells out how we are 
going to pay for that additional $40 to 
$45 billion without raising the deficit. 

The second way to do it would be to 
have reconciliation instructions to the 
Ways and Means Committee to actu-
ally find ways to raise enough revenue 
to pay for that next $40 or $45 billion so 
that we do not increase the deficit even 
further. If we do not do one of those 
two things, then this House engaged in 
an elaborate sham when it passed the 
last budget resolution, because every-
body knows it only paid for half the 
cost of the war this year. 

Therefore, I think that what the gen-
tlewoman from California is trying to 
do is infinitely reasonable; it is cer-
tainly prudent and fiscally responsible, 
and it produces a product that every 
soldier fighting in Iraq and Afghani-
stan today has a right to see produced. 
They have a right to know that they 
are not in an open-ended mess. They 
have a right to know that we know 
what we are doing. They have a right 
to know that we will have some idea of 
how to gauge whether what we are 
doing is productive or counter-
productive. Right now, we are simply 
flying blind. 

I congratulate the gentleman from 
Virginia for offering the original lan-
guage on the supplemental. This is a 
follow-up to that in a simplified 
version, but it aims at the same thing. 
It says, ‘‘Mr. President, tell us how you 
are going to determine whether this 
policy is a success or not. Quit the bull 
gravy. Give us specifics, not general-
ized platitudes which the Congress has 
been getting on this subject for the last 
2 years.’’ 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. My main purpose here, obvi-
ously, was to focus on the bill and the 
rule for the bill, but I want to discuss 
some of the concerns that my good 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
have. 

Frankly, I do not doubt their patriot-
ism for a minute, and I welcome the 
discussion and debate. I think it is a 
very good one and a very important 
one for the national purpose. But I 
think we ought to go back and recall a 
little bit the situation in Iraq. We 
ought to remember who and what Sad-
dam Hussein was. This was brought 
home to me very dramatically on my 
first visit to Iraq in October 2003. I 
have since gone back on three addi-
tional occasions, plus to Afghanistan. 

I was talking with a young American 
soldier. At that point we, like every 
other intelligence service in the world 
and most people in the world, thought 
there were WMDs in significant quan-
tities in Iraq, although I do hasten to 
point out the capacity to acquire and 
to develop those was still very much 
there and Mr. Hussein was still work-
ing himself out of U.N. sanctions and 
placing himself in a position to do 
that. 

So I still think we were right to have 
acted early. But this young soldier 
that I was visiting with, I asked him: 
We’ve been here a considerable amount 
of time. We’ve not found the quantities 
of WMDs we expected. Do you think it 
was a wise decision to come? 

He was quiet for a moment and 
looked at me and he said: Yes, sir, I 
will tell you regardless, and I still 
think they had the capacity, but re-
gardless I think it was a good decision 
to come. 

I said: Why? 
And he answered my question with a 

question of his own. He said: Sir, have 
you ever been to a mass grave site? 



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4571 June 16, 2005 
I said: No, I haven’t. 
He said: I have. He said, Until you’ve 

seen hundreds of wailing women as 
bodies are coming out, one after an-
other, trying to identify, is that a fa-
ther, is that a son, is that a husband, is 
that a brother, you don’t know what 
terror really is. He said: My question is 
why the whole world wasn’t here 10 
years ago. 

That is a very interesting question to 
ask. Because we of all people had the 
ability 10 years previously to have done 
that. We had just won a war with Sad-
dam Hussein, we stopped at the border, 
and we actually urged people on the 
other side to rise up, and they did. And 
50,000 of them were killed by Saddam 
Hussein and neither we nor our coali-
tion allies did anything to help. 

So I think looking at what was going 
on in Iraq, looking at the 400,000 
deaths, looking at the 263 identified 
mass grave sites and looking, frankly, 
at our responsibility to have done 
something when, indeed, for a decade 
we did nothing is something that we 
ought to think about and, frankly, 
something that the whole world ought 
to think about. 

Just 2 weeks ago, or last week, actu-
ally, the New York Times ran an arti-
cle on another mass grave site that had 
been located, was being frankly ex-
plored, if that is even the appropriate 
term, in preparation for Saddam Hus-
sein’s trial, and in that there were 2,500 
people, almost all of them women or 
children, some of them as young as 3 or 
4 years of age. That is the type of thing 
that American intervention in Iraq 
stopped. My friends on the other side 
say, Well, are there any signposts? Any 
hope? 

I think that is a very legitimate 
question to raise, too, because there is 
no doubt this has been a rough road 
that we have walked down and no 
doubt, and I think my friends are ap-
propriate when they raise this, that it 
has not gone as predicted and as 
planned and it has been a very, very 
difficult process. 

But I think we ought to stop and 
look at the Iraqis on the ground and 
see what they are doing, the fact that 
a constitutional government has been 
established or is being established, the 
fact that 8 million people came out to 
vote under the most difficult of cir-
cumstances, the fact that we have elec-
tions scheduled for October and again 
for December of this year, an extraor-
dinary achievement by very brave 
Iraqis under very difficult cir-
cumstances to set up what we most 
need in that part of the world, which is 
a functioning democracy. 

That would not be possible without 
the sacrifice and the service of the 
brave men and women of the United 
States military. That is one of the 
things they are accomplishing. Their 
first accomplishment, of course, is to 
make us more secure. I think it is al-
ways legitimate to ask, are we more se-
cure or less secure as a result of the 
war in Iraq? I would argue we are more 

secure. I would argue that anybody 
that believes somebody like Zakawi 
would not be busy trying to kill Ameri-
cans someplace in the region or in the 
world probably is missing the point. 
Our troops are engaged there and are 
engaging an enemy that, left otherwise 
free to operate, would be busy trying to 
kill other Americans as they dem-
onstrated pretty dramatically on 9/11. 

I would also argue that over time the 
best way to transform the region is ex-
actly the one that the President sug-
gests, that is, to establish a func-
tioning democracy. I have a lot of faith 
in the Iraqi people. I have met the po-
litical leaders there. I saw the courage 
of people going out. I talked to a young 
soldier on the way back just after the 
elections actually in March of this year 
who had been wounded at Mosul. 

I asked him: Were you there for the 
elections? 

He said: Yes, sir, I was. It was the 
proudest moment in my 15 years of 
service to my country. I was never so 
proud of my unit, my Army or my 
country for what we accomplished. 
And, frankly, I was enormously proud 
and impressed with the Iraqi people 
who came out and demonstrated their 
determination with our help to estab-
lish a free society. 

So I think we should have this dis-
cussion. I think it is a good discussion 
for us to have. But I think we should 
remember the horror that was there 
before the Americans intervened, the 
process that is under way that will not 
only improve the lives of the people in 
Iraq but is essentially the manner in 
which we hope someday to be able to 
leave a self-governing and free country. 

It is not going to be an easy task. It 
is not going to be a simple task, but it 
is a noble task and it is one I think 
that the men and women engaged in it 
that wear the uniform of the United 
States can be extraordinarily proud of 
and, frankly, something that all of us 
can be grateful to them for accom-
plishing and running such great risks 
to achieve. 

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

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

Let me just respond to the gentleman 
briefly by saying that I do not believe 
that we are more secure today. We 
were not told the truth about this war 
in Iraq. We were not told the truth 
about WMDs or Iraq’s tie to al Qaeda. 
The justification for this war was based 
on false or falsified information. 
Things are getting worse. And this ad-
ministration does not have a clue. 

I was in Iraq as well. I saw firsthand 
what is going on over there. What the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI) is trying to do is to get some 
clarity, to get the administration to 
come out and explain to us what their 
strategy is, if they have one, and if 
they do not, to try to get them to come 
up with one. This is a very serious mat-
ter. Those men and women who are 
serving our country so bravely over 

there deserve more from us than they 
have gotten. 

That is the reason why I hope people 
will vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous ques-
tion, to give us an opportunity to force 
this administration to do what it 
should have done a long time ago and 
that is define what this mission is all 
about. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I thank my 
friend and colleague from Massachu-
setts for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very much inter-
ested in the debate that just took 
place. I cannot help but be mindful of 
the fact that we are still debating 
today the advisability of going to war 
in Vietnam which concluded 30 years 
ago and we may continue this debate 
on the Iraq war for another generation. 

But the comments that the gen-
tleman makes are really not particu-
larly relevant to this amendment that 
we are focusing on in the rule. I did not 
feel we should go into the Iraq war 
without an adequate exit strategy and 
without more reliable information con-
necting Saddam Hussein to the 9/11 at-
tacks, but I was in the minority. The 
Congress gave the President the au-
thority to go to war in Iraq. We accept 
that. But we did not give the President 
the authority to spend an unlimited 
amount of money. We did not give the 
President the authority to take an un-
limited amount of time in completing 
the mission in Iraq. We certainly did 
not give the President the authority to 
expend an unlimited number of Ameri-
cans’ lives in pursuing that mission. 
We have to retain our oversight respon-
sibility. 

In the newspaper today, in The Wash-
ington Post, maybe some of my col-
leagues were struck at the juxtaposi-
tion of headlines, one headline says, 
‘‘Bush Is Expected to Address Specifics 
on Iraq.’’ And on the page facing it, it 
says: ‘‘Exit Strategy on Social Secu-
rity Is Sought.’’ Interesting juxtaposi-
tion. But in the story on Iraq, the 
White House spokesperson says, the 
President takes seriously his responsi-
bility as Commander in Chief to con-
tinue to educate the American people 
about our strategy for victory. 

That is all this amendment was 
about. That is all we are asking for, 
some reasonable information that is 
critical for assessing how well we are 
doing, how much in the way of re-
sources are necessary. We put that lan-
guage into the conference on the Iraq 
supplemental. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and I had 
it put into report language. The minor-
ity leader asked that that language be-
come bill language as part of the de-
fense appropriations bill. 

I do not think it is inconsistent with 
what the White House acknowledges is 
their responsibility to provide us with 
measurable criteria for success in Iraq. 
What level of military capability is 
necessary for the Iraq forces, what 
level of economic viability is necessary 
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for the Iraq economy, what level of po-
litical stability is necessary for the 
Iraq Government. 

That is what we are asking. More im-
portantly, that is what our constitu-
ents are asking. If we had a child in 
that war, would that not be the first 
thing we would want to know? What 
does it take to accomplish the mission 
so they can get back home to their 
loved ones? 

The Government Accountability Of-
fice, the GAO, just gave us a report 
that states that ‘‘U.S. Government 
agencies do not report reliable data on 
the extent to which Iraqi security 
forces are trained and equipped. The re-
ported number of Iraqi police is unreli-
able because the Ministry of Interior 
does not receive consistent and accu-
rate reporting from the police forces 
around the country. 

Further, the Departments of State 
and Defense no longer report on the ex-
tent to which Iraqi security forces are 
equipped with their required weapons, 
vehicles, communications equipment, 
and body armor. Without reliable re-
porting data, a more capable Iraqi 
force, and stronger Iraqi leadership, 
the Department of Defense faces dif-
ficulties in implementing its strategy 
to draw down U.S. forces from Iraq.’’ 

I quoted all those words. That is our 
GAO. We are not fighting the issue of 
the war. We are trying to exercise our 
oversight responsibility. What number 
of Iraqi military forces are going to be 
necessary, adequately trained, suffi-
ciently equipped so that we can turn 
over some of the military responsi-
bility? What number of Iraqi police 
forces are necessary to restore law and 
order in that country? 
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How much more in the way of Amer-
ican dollars are going to be necessary 
to reconstruct the infrastructure of the 
Iraqi economy so that it will be eco-
nomically viable? And how much more 
in the way of political stability will be 
necessary so that they could start to 
govern themselves? Until we get those 
questions answered, we do not know 
where we are going. And if we do not 
know where we are going, we are never 
going to get there. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the distinguished gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
first I want to thank the gentleman 
from Oklahoma for yielding me this 
time, but primarily for the outstanding 
statement he has made during the dis-
cussion of this rule. 

I also want to thank the ranking mi-
nority member, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA), because the bill that we will be 
working on after this rule is adopted is 
a bipartisan bill, as any wartime bill 
should be. 

But I think most of the debate on the 
rule has not been about the bill that 

the rule provides for. Most of the de-
bate has been at a different level on the 
issue of the so-called war in Iraq. I may 
get in a little trouble here, but I do not 
think we should call this the Iraqi war 
or the war in Iraq. This is a global war 
against terrorism, against terrorists, 
who hide and strike from cover. That is 
what this war is about. The Iraqi part 
of the war, because of the tremendous 
military capability that we have, that 
war was over quickly. Saddam Hus-
sein’s villainous regime was toppled 
quickly and effectively. Saddam’s mili-
tary was either defeated or ran for 
cover. That part of the war was over 
early, and the President said, ‘‘Mission 
accomplished.’’ That was accom-
plished. Saddam was gone. His bad 
guys were gone. 

What we are dealing with today is a 
war on terror, a war against terror. 
The battleground today happens to be 
Iraq. The battleground today is in Iraq. 
On September 11 of 2001, the battle-
ground was in New York City when ter-
rorists attacked the World Trade Cen-
ter, killing several thousand of our 
people. That was the battleground 
then. The battleground was at the Pen-
tagon just across the river from the 
Capitol on September 11. That was the 
battleground then. Today it is in Iraq. 

On February 26 of 1993, the battle-
ground again was at the World Trade 
Center where terrorists attacked. Six 
lives were lost in that attack. The bat-
tleground again was on June 25 of 1996, 
at the Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia, 
the home of our Air Force personnel 
who were working there at the airbase. 
Nineteen lives were lost. That was the 
battleground in this global war on ter-
ror. On August 7 of 1998, the United 
States Embassies, our sovereign prop-
erty in Kenya and Tanzania, were 
bombed. Two hundred and fifty-nine 
lives were lost, including 11 Americans. 
That was the battleground then. On 
October 12 of 2000, USS Cole, off the 
shore of Yemen was attacked by terror-
ists. Seventeen sailors lost their lives, 
and many, many more were wounded 
seriously. That was the battleground in 
this global war on terrorists then. 

The battleground today is in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, but it is not the Iraqi 
war. That just happens to be the bat-
tleground today. We are trying to pre-
vent any further battlegrounds in the 
United States or anywhere else in the 
civilized world. 

If I were going to make a criticism 
today, I would criticize many of our 
friends in the civilized world because 
we now have an established govern-
ment in Iraq, elected by large numbers 
of Iraqi people. We are seeing that gov-
ernment attacked because the major 
loss of life since that government was 
established has been of the Iraqis 
themselves. Where is the rest of the 
civilized world in fighting this war on 
terror? They have already been subject 
to terror in many parts of the world, 
and they will continue to be as long as 
the terrorists reign free and roam the 
globe free. 

This is not an Iraqi war. Iraq just 
happens to be the battleground today. 
It is an expensive war, and it is an ex-
pensive war in the lives of our per-
sonnel. And we want to conclude this 
war against terror as quickly as we 
can, as effectively as we can. And the 
civilized world has a responsibility 
that they are not meeting to help the 
United States in this effort to allow 
this established government in Iraq to 
take a strong hold and to be able to 
provide for their own security as we 
battle against the forces of terrorism 
wherever they might be. 

Let us pass the previous question, let 
us pass the rule, and let us pass this 
very good bipartisan defense appropria-
tions bill and get on with our work. 

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

I would just say to the very distin-
guished gentleman from Florida, whom 
that I have a great deal of respect for, 
that all these terrible terrorist acts 
that he has cited were committed by al 
Qaeda. And, unfortunately, most of 
those masterminds are still at large be-
cause our forces have been diverted 
into this war in Iraq, and they are not 
focused in on where they should be, on 
bringing to justice those members of al 
Qaeda who are the masterminds of 
these crimes. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MEEHAN). 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Massachusetts for 
yielding me this time. 

Our strategy to win the peace in Iraq 
is failing. We have been killing or 
eliminating 1,000 to 3,000 Iraqi insur-
gents a month for 17 months, and in 
that same period of time, the insur-
gency has quadrupled. If we talk to 
people in the theater in Iraq today, 
they would tell us that that insurgency 
is anywhere from 150- to 200,000 people. 

So what do we want to do? The gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI) 
wants to have an amendment asking 
the President to come up with a suc-
cess strategy. We do that to support 
our men and women in uniform and to 
support the administration’s coming 
up with an exit strategy, because it has 
been 25 months and 1,700 American fa-
talities since the President declared 
‘‘mission accomplished’’ in Iraq. For 
over 2 years we have stayed the course, 
and it has brought us only casualties 
and less stability. 

After returning to the United States 
from Iraq, I suggested 5 months ago 
that we needed to think of an exit 
strategy. Five months later the case 
for an exit strategy has only grown 
stronger. And having an exit strategy 
does not mean cut and run. It means 
having a blueprint for achieving our 
goal of leaving the Iraqi people sov-
ereign and truly independent. And it is 
not a novel idea. All we are asking is 
for this President to have the same 
principle he had when he was Governor 
of Texas, when he said, ‘‘Victory means 
exit strategy.’’ It is important for the 
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President to explain to us what that 
exit strategy is, and that is what Gov-
ernor George W. Bush said relative to 
our campaign in Kosovo, and it is more 
relevant today in Iraq than it was even 
then. 

Any successful strategy in Iraq has 
to address the fundamental factors 
that are continuing to fuel the insur-
gency. One of those factors, Mr. Speak-
er, is the suspicion that the United 
States is going to occupy Iraq indefi-
nitely. And until we lay out a frame-
work with the Iraqi Government to 
bring our troops home, the Iraqi people 
will never feel that they have control 
of their own destiny. 

A fundamental problem with our 
failed strategy has been the failure to 
counter the suspicion among the Iraqis 
that the United States intends perma-
nent occupation. We are pouring con-
crete all over that country, and in 
order to build credibility for the new 
government and make clear that our 
forces in Iraq are only temporary 
peacekeepers, we need to renounce any 
intention of a long-term presence in 
Iraq. There are difficult and funda-
mental questions about Iraq’s future, 
the structure of government, the de-
gree of influence and religious and po-
litical minorities. All of these things 
have to be worked out. But this process 
must be fully inclusive. It is our obli-
gation to press the process and pulling 
Iraqis out of the insurgency, pulling 
them into the political process. A clear 
exit strategy would help splinter insur-
gent groups and help them set aside 
their own differences. The only reason 
they have united is to unite against us 
in our occupation. We should support 
this strategy. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I have great respect, Mr. Speaker, for 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle for their passion and their com-
mitment, but I think they are make a 
fundamental mistake in their argu-
ment about Iraq. I think what they 
want is a timetable, not a strategy. 

We have a strategy. It is called get-
ting an elected government up and 
operational that can defend itself. We 
have made important steps along the 
way in succeeding in that strategy. We 
have turned over power to the Iraqis. 
The Iraqis have had an election. They 
have an elected government that, as we 
debate here, is debating there about 
the constitution that they want to 
have, that they want to live under, 
that they want to put in front of their 
people to approve of in October, fol-
lowed by scheduled elections in Decem-
ber for a government. 

I remind my friends that while they 
call for an exit strategy and a date cer-
tain, our friends in Iraq want exactly 
the opposite of a date certain. Repeat-
edly, the elected leaders, the elected 
leaders in Iraq, the people who have 
the voice, the mandate of the people 
behind them, have said, Our biggest 
fear about the United States is that 

they will not stay the course, that they 
will quit and run. 

I tell the Members that some of the 
most surprised people that I met when 
I was in Iraq came in two categories 
when I was there in March after the 
elections. First, I met with a group of 
the newly formed United Iraqi Alli-
ance, basically a group of Shia and 
other people who are now the majority. 
And we were visiting about the polit-
ical process there, and one of the indi-
viduals I was visiting with, now a lead-
er in the government, made the point 
that, We were not sure that you would 
actually allow free elections to occur, 
and you did, and we are astonished and 
pleased and committed to staying the 
course. So our next question is, will 
you stay here and help us against the 
people that want to take us back to the 
era of Saddam Hussein, back to that 
regime, because we are going to need 
your help in this transition process? 

That is a very legitimate question. 
Do we have the political will to stay 
while the people that are elected put 
together the government that they 
need to succeed? So we are going to see 
that in the course of the coming time. 
But I think we should be more under-
standing that there is a strategy and 
that there is a process under way that 
is producing good results for the Iraqi 
people, that is giving them actually a 
government for the first time that they 
choose. 

I also met with a group of Sunnis 
who were dissidents, who were not par-
ticularly supportive of the process, and 
in the course of our discussion, a num-
ber of them made the point, We made a 
big mistake. We should have partici-
pated in the last elections. The situa-
tion in the country would be different. 
We would be at the political table. We 
would be in a position to affect what is 
happening. But we also did not have 
faith that the United States was seri-
ous about democracy. But we look at 
the outcome of the election, and we un-
derstand that indeed you were, and we 
intend to participate as we move for-
ward. 

I think the gentleman from Florida 
made a very good point. We need to 
recognize that most people in Iraq are 
on the same side we are. Most people in 
Iraq want a democracy, and most peo-
ple believe that our presence there is 
important in ensuring that that proc-
ess take root and actually succeed. I 
think if we stay the course, frankly, in 
time we will be very pleased with the 
result, but, more importantly, we will 
have restored faith. 

My friends on the other side of the 
aisle say people question our intention 
about staying long term. I can tell 
them from my personal experience it is 
exactly the opposite. They doubt our 
willingness to stay. I would suggest 
that setting dates certain would sound 
more like a surrender strategy than an 
exit strategy, more like we can count 
on at this particular point that the 
Americans will not be here anymore. 
That is a nice thing to know if one hap-

pens to be in the insurgency. It is also 
a pretty worrisome thing if one hap-
pens to be part of the forces of democ-
racy. At that point whether we have 
succeeded or not, whether or not the 
government is able to deal with the in-
surgency on its own, the Americans are 
saying, sayonara, we are out of here, 
good-bye. That is a catastrophic mis-
take. That, in my opinion, would un-
dermine the sacrifice, the effort, and 
the service so far. 

So, again, I welcome the debate. And 
I hope at some point in the discussion 
on the rule we can get back to this ex-
cellent piece of legislation, which I 
think really is important, and where, 
frankly, there is bipartisan unity in 
terms of the things we need to do to 
move our military forward. 

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

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

If the gentleman from Oklahoma has 
a strategy on Iraq or knows that the 
Bush administration has written down 
such a strategy, would he please share 
with us a copy because I have yet to 
see one? 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT). 

b 1130 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, the after-
math of the war in Iraq has been 
marred by miscalculations and mis-
takes, made up for in many cases by 
our troops, who have filled the breach 
brilliantly by improvising, often doing 
duty for which they were never 
trained. You cannot go to Iraq and talk 
to our troops in the field and come 
home without saying to yourself, 
thank God there are such Americans. 

But their valiant efforts would have 
been more effective if the Pentagon 
had not ignored General Shinseki and 
deployed too few troops initially to se-
cure the country and capitalize on our 
victory in battle. 

Their efforts would have been more 
effective if the Pentagon had not ig-
nored General Garner and cashiered 
the entire Iraqi Army. 

Their efforts would have been more 
effective if we had moved much sooner 
to set up a representative government 
and stand up Iraqi security forces to 
whom we can ultimately and must ulti-
mately hand over the responsibility for 
securing their own country. 

Before we disengage from Iraq, we 
have to do both of the above. I firmly 
believe that. We have to stand up secu-
rity forces, and by that I mean police 
and border guards and the army, ade-
quate to stabilize the country; and we 
have to steer the Iraqis through the 
shoals towards the adoption of a con-
stitution and the election of a govern-
ment under that constitution. 

We cannot leave any sooner without 
risking the collapse of Iraq into a frac-
tious and bloody civil war which could 
very well require us to return. I believe 
that. 
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But to be sure that we are moving 

systematically in the right direction, 
the minority leader, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. PELOSI), is asking 
for a yardstick, milestones, by which 
to measure our progress. This is not a 
plan of withdrawal. If it were, I would 
not vote for it. This is a strategy for 
success. 

Let me give you one reason from a 
budget perspective why we need it. Ba-
sically, the budgets in the out years be-
yond 2006 contain no estimation of 
what the deployments in Iraq, Afghani-
stan, and North American Air Defense 
are costing us. Even though the cost is 
$80 billion to $100 billion a year, it is 
not included in the budget. 

CBO undertook to estimate, to 
model, what our likely deployment in 
Iraq may cost, because otherwise there 
is a gaping hole, an unrealistic aspect, 
to the budget. Their estimate was that 
if we drew down to 20,000 troops in the-
ater by the end of 2006 and 20,000 troops 
in Afghanistan by the end of 2006, and 
then taper that force off over the rest 
of the remaining 10-year period, the 
cost over 10 years would be $384 billion. 
That is a significant item. 

If that is what is in the cards, if that 
is what is likely, given the strategy for 
success, we need to know it, we need to 
plan for it, we need to be expecting it. 

Given what is at stake, given the 
lives that have been lost, given the bil-
lions that have been spent, what we are 
asking is a modest request to make of 
the Pentagon; and, Mr. Speaker, it in-
volves the sort of planning that I would 
hope they would be doing anyway and 
should be sharing with us if they are 
doing it. 

I would therefore urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
the previous question and a vote for 
the leader’s amendment. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LEE). 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me time and for 
his leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this very misguided $409 billion defense 
appropriations rule and bill. As the 
proud daughter of a veteran of two 
wars, I believe that our Nation is best 
defended by funding priorities that 
truly make our Nation and world safer. 
This bill, I am sorry to say, does not do 
that. 

What does it say about our priorities 
when Congress appropriates $45 billion 
more for the unnecessary war in Iraq, 
without any accountability, direction, 
or exit strategy or even a plan to end 
this permanent occupation? Does the 
President plan to have permanent 
bases in Iraq? 

We are in an impossible situation. 
Taken to war under false pretenses, our 
troops have become the very rallying 
points for the insurgency they are try-
ing to contain. 

This administration continues to 
stonewall what is a very simple ques-

tion: What is the plan to bring our 
troops home? The purpose of this fund-
ing bill is to provide for our national 
defense. Yet in the same way that this 
war has made us less safe, the funding 
priorities in this bill are for weapons 
systems and military contractors, and 
billions of additional funds are unac-
counted for in waste, fraud, and abuse. 
This only undermines our national in-
terest. 

Mr. Speaker, we must get our fund-
ing priorities right. And the American 
people need to know what the Presi-
dent’s plan is. What is his strategy? 
What does he consider success? The in-
formation that the Pelosi amendment 
is requesting is absolutely necessary to 
begin what the American people are de-
manding, and that is the withdrawal of 
the United States Armed Forces from 
Iraq. 

It is incredible to me that we are sac-
rificing our funding needs for our crit-
ical efforts here in America, such as for 
housing and health care and education. 
Once again, we must get our funding 
priorities correct. We must get them 
straight. We must know what the 
President’s plan is. We must know 
what he intends to do. The Pelosi 
amendment gets that information. I 
urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this op-
portunity to differ with an underlying 
assumption that has been made by a 
number of my friends on the other side 
of the aisle, which is that we are some-
how paying an extraordinary amount 
of our national wealth for defense. I 
would actually argue quite the oppo-
site. 

In 1959 and 1960, at the height of the 
Cold War, this country spent 50 per-
cent, 50 percent, of the entire Federal 
budget on defense, almost 9 percent of 
the gross national product, an enor-
mous sum of money. 

1980, fast forward, Ronald Reagan, we 
are spending about 6 percent of the 
Gross National Product and about one- 
third of the Federal budget on defense. 

1990, 4.8 percent of the gross national 
product and a significantly lower per-
centage of the Federal budget. 

Today, about 3.7 percent of the na-
tional wealth and about 18 to 19 per-
cent of the total Federal budget. 

I could make a pretty good argument 
that either, one, we are very efficient 
because we are actually defending the 
country for considerably less of its na-
tional wealth than we have done at any 
period in the postwar period; or we 
need to be doing more. I would argue 
toward the latter, actually. I think we 
should be doing more, and I think this 
bill is a step in that direction. 

The second assumption that I want 
to disagree with is that we are some-
how less safe today because of the Iraqi 
war. That is asserted, never dem-
onstrated. 

The reality is, I think, if you asked 
most Americans on September 12, 2001, 

did they expect other incidents inside 
the domestic confines of the United 
States, they would have said yes, and 
they would have expected them in 
rather short order. It is a little short of 
miraculous that we have not had that 
horrific incident occur again. It could 
occur at any moment. As the President 
has said repeatedly in recent months, 
America is safer; America is certainly 
not safe. 

But I would argue, again, the engage-
ment of the enemy a far distance away 
from the United States and in a meth-
od that keeps them tied down has actu-
ally contributed to the security of our 
country. This excellent piece of legisla-
tion will enable our military to con-
tinue to do the outstanding job it is 
doing. Again, on that piece of legisla-
tion, at least, I am delighted there is 
bipartisan unity. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
OLVER). 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this rule. A little 
over 2 years ago, the President an-
nounced on that aircraft carrier off 
San Diego, ‘‘mission accomplished’’ in 
Iraq. Today, we must ask what really 
has been accomplished with the hun-
dreds of billions of dollars that the 
United States has spent and will spend. 

Iraq is in chaos. 1,714 U.S. service-
members have been killed and 12,855 
wounded. In the first half of this month 
alone, 431 Iraqi citizens have died ran-
domly at the hands of insurgents and 
terrorists. Multiple car bombings have 
become a daily occurrence in Baghdad 
and throughout Iraq. The elected gov-
ernment is struggling to gain control 
and cannot provide security for its citi-
zens. 

Just 2 weeks ago, the New York 
Times and international news organi-
zations reported our Marines’ discovery 
of an enormous underground bunker 
near the city of Fallujah that was used 
by insurgents as a hideout and weapons 
cache. This bunker is the size of four 
football fields and sports dormitories, 
with full kitchen, showers, and sanita-
tion facilities. This is just the largest 
example of the weapons caches patrols 
find every week. How can we call the 
mission a success when insurgents can 
operate so freely as to still utilize 
bunkers of this size? 

All of this simply underscores how 
spectacularly and tragically wrong our 
civilian leadership, from Secretary 
Rumsfeld right up through President, 
was when they rejected military com-
manders’ advice that at least 300,000 
troops would be needed on the ground 
to occupy and pacify Iraq. 

Mr. Speaker, as we discuss this bill, I 
urge my colleagues to think about 
whether our huge commitment, the 
thousands of young lives lost and the 
hundreds of billions of dollars spent, is 
being deployed effectively and wisely. 

It is very late in this Iraq tragedy. 
Congress needs to force the develop-
ment of a workable strategy to achieve 



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4575 June 16, 2005 
stability in Iraq and then bring our 
young men and women home. That was 
the subject of the distinguished minor-
ity leader’s amendment which this rule 
denies. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 
Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Florida. 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me time. 

As we debate the 2006 Defense Appro-
priations Act, I rise to commend the 
actions of Secretary of Defense Donald 
Rumsfeld and Brigadier General Casey 
McClain. Their swift effort to imple-
ment a tough policy against sexual as-
saults in the military is praiseworthy. 

I became aware of the troublesome 
issue in the military when the Congres-
sional Caucus for Women’s Issues held 
a hearing last spring to give voice to 
military women who were victims of 
sexual assault. 

In this time of conflict, when brave 
young men and women are willing to 
put their lives at risk, it is essential 
that those soldiers do not fear the ac-
tions of their comrades in arms. The 
act of sexual assault is condemned in 
civilian society. It is especially unfor-
givable when one soldier sexually as-
saults another. The bonds of trust and 
respect unite soldiers on the battle-
field. It therefore is imperative that 
this trust not be eroded because of in-
sufficient policies addressing sexual as-
sault among our troops. 

After the hearing, Congress acted 
last year to include language in the De-
fense Authorization Act that required 
DOD to develop a definition of sexual 
assault that is uniform for all of the 
Armed Forces. That was part of the 
problem before. It was no small task, 
yet the Joint Task Force on Sexual As-
sault Prevention and Response led by 
Brigadier General McClain carried out 
this charge with the utmost profes-
sionalism and timeliness. 

As a result of their efforts, I am 
pleased to report that the new policy 
on confidential reporting went into ef-
fect just earlier this week. The new 
policy provides for a confidential 
means for soldiers to report assaults 
and ensures that victims feel safe and 
that they are encouraged not to hide, 
but rather to report this violation. 

It is clear that the Department of De-
fense places a high priority on the pre-
vention of and response to sexual as-
sault within the military. I commend 
their actions, but I remind them that 
this Congress will continue to exercise 
authority over them to ensure that 
this policy is continued. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be asking Mem-
bers to oppose the previous question. If 
the previous question is defeated, I will 
amend the rule so we can consider the 
Pelosi amendment that was offered in 
the Committee on Rules Tuesday 
night, but rejected on a straight party- 
line vote. 

Mr. Speaker, the Pelosi amendment 
would require the President to submit 
to Congress within 30 days a report on 
a strategy for success in Iraq. That is 
it. 

Mr. Speaker, whatever one’s position 
is on the war in Iraq, I think most of us 
realize that it is past time for the ad-
ministration to assess the situation in 
Iraq and to address the matter of an 
eventual withdrawal from that coun-
try. I hope Members will agree to at 
least consider this amendment today. 

The House has a responsibility to ask 
tough questions and to demand 
straight answers. I am tired of the 
spin, as so many other Members are. It 
is time for candor. The people of this 
country deserve that. 

A ‘‘no’’ vote will not prevent us from 
considering the defense appropriations 
bill under an open rule, but a ‘‘no’’ vote 
will allow Members to vote on the 
Pelosi amendment. However, a ‘‘yes’’ 
vote will block the House from consid-
ering and voting on the need for a suc-
cess strategy in the war in Iraq. 

Mr. Speaker, we need a strategy, not 
just slogans. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I will enter 
into the RECORD two articles cited in 
my opening statement. I also had a 
very moving meeting yesterday with 
members of the Gold Star Families for 
Peace who have lost sons and daugh-
ters in the war in Iraq. These families 
have experienced the tragedy of this 
war firsthand, and they believe we 
should set a very different course. I 
will enter into the RECORD the personal 
statements by these family members 
regarding the continuing U.S. presence 
in Iraq. 

[From Knight Ridder Newspapers, June 12, 
2005.] 

MILITARY ACTION WON’T END INSURGENCY, 
GROWING NUMBER OF U.S. OFFICERS BELIEVE 

(By Tom Lasseter) 
BAGHDAD, IRAQ.—A growing number of sen-

ior American military officers in Iraq have 
concluded that there is no long-term mili-
tary solution to an insurgency that has 
killed thousands of Iraqis and more than 
1,300 U.S. troops during the past two years. 

Instead, officers say, the only way to end 
the guerilla war is through Iraqi politics—an 
arena that so far has been crippled by divi-
sions between Shiite Muslims, whose coali-
tion dominated the January elections, and 
Sunni Muslims, who are a minority in Iraq 
but form the base of support for the insur-
gency. 

‘‘I think the more accurate way to ap-
proach this right now is to concede that . . . 
this insurgency is not going to be settled, 
the terrorists and the terrorism in Iraq is 
not going to be settled, through military op-
tions or military operations,’’ Brig. Gen. 
Donald Alston, the chief U.S. military 
spokesman in Iraq, said last week, in a com-
ment that echoes what other senior officers 
say. ‘‘It’s going to be settled in the political 
process.’’ 

Gen. George W. Casey, the top U.S. com-
mander in Iraq, expressed similar senti-
ments, calling the military’s efforts ‘‘the 
Pillsbury Doughboy idea’’—pressing the in-
surgency in one area only causes it to rise 
elsewhere. 

‘‘Like in Baghdad,’’ Casey said during an 
interview with two newspaper reporters, in-

cluding one from Knight Ridder, last week. 
‘‘We push in Baghdad—they’re down to about 
less than a car bomb a day in Baghdad over 
the last week—but in north-center (Iraq) . . . 
they’ve gone up,’’ he said. ‘‘The political 
process will be the decisive element.’’ 

The recognition that a military solution is 
not in the offing has led U.S. and Iraqi offi-
cials to signal they are willing to negotiate 
with insurgent groups, or their inter-
mediaries. 

‘‘It has evolved in the course of normal 
business,’’ said a senior U.S. diplomatic offi-
cial in Baghdad, who spoke on the condition 
of anonymity because of U.S. policy to defer 
to the Iraqi government on Iraqi political 
matters. ‘‘We have now encountered people 
who at least claim to have some form of a re-
lationship with the insurgency.’’ 

The message is markedly different from 
previous statements by U.S. officials who 
spoke of quashing the insurgency by round-
ing up or killing ‘‘dead enders’’ loyal to 
former dictator Saddam Hussein. As recently 
as two weeks ago, in a Memorial Day inter-
view on CNN’s ‘‘Larry King Live,’’ Vice 
President Dick Cheney said he believed the 
insurgency was in its ‘‘last throes.’’ 

But the violence has continued unabated, 
even though 44 of the 55 Iraqis portrayed in 
the military’s famous ‘‘deck of cards’’ have 
been killed or captured, including Saddam. 

Lt. Col. Frederick P. Wellman, who works 
with the task force overseeing the training 
of Iraqi security troops, said the insurgency 
doesn’t seem to be running out of new re-
cruits, a dynamic fueled by tribal members 
seeking revenge for relatives killed in fight-
ing. 

‘‘We can’t kill them all,’’ Wellman said. 
‘‘When I kill one I create three.’’ 

Last month was one of the deadliest since 
President Bush declared the end of major 
combat operations in May 2003, a month that 
saw six American troops killed by hostile 
fire. In May 2005, 67 U.S. soldiers and Marines 
were killed by hostile fire, the fourth-highest 
tally since the war began, according to Iraq 
Coalition Casualty Count, an Internet site 
that uses official casualty reports to orga-
nize deaths by a variety of criteria. 

At least 26 troops have been killed by in-
surgents so far in June, bringing to 1,311 the 
number of U.S. soldiers killed by hostile ac-
tion. Another 391 service members have died 
as a result of accidents or illness. 

The Iraqi interior minister said last week 
that the insurgency has killed 12,000 Iraqis 
during the past two years. He did not say 
how he arrived at the figure. 

American officials had hoped that Janu-
ary’s national elections would blunt the in-
surgency by giving the population hope for 
their political future. But so far, the polit-
ical process has not in any meaningful way 
included Iraq’s Sunni Muslim population. 

Most of Iraq’s Sunnis Muslims, motivated 
either by fear or boycott, did not vote, and 
they hold a scant 17 seats in the 275-member 
parliament. 

There was a post-election lull in bloodshed, 
a period that saw daily attack figures dip 
into the 30s. But with the seating of the in-
terim government on April 28, attacks 
spiked back to 70 a day. More than 700 Iraqis 
have been killed since then. 

The former Iraqi minister of electricity, 
Ayham al-Samarie, has said he’s consulted 
with U.S. diplomatic officials about his ne-
gotiations with two major insurgent groups 
to form a political front of sorts. There has 
been similar talk in the past—notably by 
former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi’s admin-
istration, which spoke of inclusion through 
amnesty—but nothing has come of it. 

At the heart of the problem is the contin-
ued failure of U.S. and Iraqi officials to bring 
the nation’s Sunni minority, with more than 
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five million people, to the political table. 
Sunnis now find themselves in a country 
ruled by the Shiite and Kurdish political par-
ties once brutally oppressed by Saddam, a 
Sunni. 

With Shiites and Kurds stocking the na-
tion’s security forces with members of their 
militias, Sunnis have been marginalized and, 
according to some analysts in Iraq, have be-
come more willing to join armed groups. 

Since September of last year, some 85 per-
cent of the violence in Iraq has taken place 
in just four of Iraq’s 18 provinces: the Sunni 
heartland of al Anbar, Baghdad, Ninevah and 
Salah al Din. 

U.S. officials prefer not to talk about the 
situation along religious lines, but they ac-
knowledge that one of the key obstacles to 
resolving Iraq’s problems is the difference 
between Sunni and Shiite religious institu-
tions. 

Shiites are organized around their 
marja’iya, a council of clerics—led in Iraq by 
Grand Ayatollah Ali al Sistani—that issues 
religious edicts that Shiite faithful follow as 
law. Sunnis, on the other hand, have no such 
unifying structure. 

The difference was made clear in January 
when one list formed under the guidance of 
Sistani was the choice of almost all Shiites 
voting. Those Sunnis who did go to the polls 
split their votes among a myriad of organiza-
tions including those backed by a presump-
tive monarch, a group of communists and a 
religious group that mayor may not have 
been boycotting the election. 

Sunni Muslims near downtown Baghdad 
have only to drive down the street to see how 
precarious their position in Iraqi politics and 
society is these days. On roads near the 
party headquarters for the Shiite Supreme 
Council for Islamic Revolution in Iraq, which 
is in large part shaping the policy of the na-
tion, Kurdish militia members patrol the 
streets. 

The troops are ostensibly part of the na-
tion’s army, but they still wear militia uni-
forms and, as is the case with some in 
Kurdistan, many either can’t or won’t speak 
Arabic. One of the roads they patrol has been 
named Badr Street, for the armed wing of 
the Supreme Council. There is a large bill-
board with the looming face of Abdul Aziz al 
Hakim, the Supreme Council’s leader. 

Unless Sunnis develop confidence that the 
government will represent them, few here 
see the insurgency fading. 

Asked about the success in suppressing the 
insurgency in Baghdad recently—the result 
of a series of large-scale raids that in tar-
geted primarily Sunni neighborhoods—Brig. 
Gen. Alston said that he expects the violence 
to return. 

‘‘We have taken down factories, major 
cells, we have made good progress in (stop-
ping) the production of (car bombs) in Bagh-
dad,’’ Alston said. ‘‘Now, do I think that 
there will be more (bombs) in Baghdad? Yes, 
I do.’’ 

[From the Washington Post, June 8, 2005.] 
PENTAGON WASTED SUPPLIES, GAO FINDS 

(By Griff Witte) 
The Defense Department spent at least $400 

million in recent years buying boots, tents, 
bandages and other goods at he same time it 
was getting rid of identical items it had paid 
for but never used, government investigators 
told House members yesterday. 

That finding came as part of a broader in-
quiry by the Government Accountability Of-
fice that uncovered deep flaws in the Penta-
gon’s system for determining when it needs 
to buy new supplies and how it disposes of 
supposedly excess inventory. 

Investigators discovered that out of $33 bil-
lion of goods the Defense Department 
marked as excess from 2002 through 2004, $4 

billion was in excellent condition. Only 
about 12 percent of that was reused by the 
department. The other $3.5 billion ‘‘includes 
significant waste and inefficiency,’’ the GAO 
said, because new or good-as-new items were 
‘‘transferred and donated outside of DOD, 
sold for pennies on the dollar, or destroyed.’’ 

Investigators brought some of that equip-
ment with them to the hearing of a House 
Government Reform Committee sub-
committee yesterday. Among the items on 
display were unused military uniforms and 
medals that GAO had purchased off of a pub-
licly available Web site intended for dis-
posing of unwanted government property. 
The GAO also obtained the power-supply sys-
tem for a component of a nuclear submarine 
that was on the Pentagon’s ‘‘critical short-
age’’ list at the time. 

‘‘We’re not sure why DOD would be letting 
GAO have that. We don’t have any nuclear 
submarines at GAO,’’ said Gregory D. Kutz, 
the GAO’s managing director for special in-
vestigations. 

Subcommittee members reacted angrily to 
the findings. 

‘‘Waste on this scale affects our ability to 
meet the immediate needs of men and 
women in uniform,’’ said Rep. Christopher 
Shays (R-Conn.), who chaired the hearing. 
‘‘The $400 million spent on unneeded equip-
ment could have bought body armor, medical 
supplies or more than 1,700 fully armed 
Humvees to protect coalition forces against 
deadly improvised explosive devices.’’ 

Rep. Henry A Waxman (D-Calif.) said the 
only beneficiaries of the Pentagon’s mis-
management are the companies that sell 
equipment to the government. ‘‘Federal con-
tractors are reaping a bonanza while tax-
payers are being gouged,’’ Waxman said. 

Rep. John J. Duncan Jr. (R-Tenn.) said the 
GAO’s findings involved the waste of ‘‘an un-
believably staggering amount of money.’’ 

‘‘Anybody who’s not horrified by this does 
not deserve to be called a conservative,’’ he 
said. 

Pentagon officials testified that they gen-
erally agreed with the GAO’s findings, say-
ing new items had been accidentally labeled 
in some cases as excess inventory. The offi-
cials said they have made improvements, 
however, and plan to have a computer sys-
tem up and running by January that would 
prevent Pentagon officials from buying new 
equipment that is already available inter-
nally. 

‘‘We do have a fix on the horizon,’’ said 
Maj. Gen. Daniel G. Mongeon, director of lo-
gistics operations at the Defense Logistics 
Agency. 

Yesterday’s report followed GAO inquiries 
that uncovered evidence the Defense Depart-
ment was selling unused biological- and 
chemical-weapons-resistant suits for $3 each. 
At the same time it was buying hundreds of 
thousands more for $200 apiece. 

Investigators found that example typified 
a broader problem. For instance, they paid 
$2,898 for $79,649 worth of tires, badges, cir-
cuit cards and medical supplies. In some 
cases, the goods had been marked as junk 
but were delivered in their original pack-
aging. At the same time, the Pentagon con-
tinued to order more of the same items from 
its suppliers. 

The GAO concluded that the Pentagon 
could have saved $400 million in fiscal 2002 
and 2003 had it used what it already owned, 
rather than buying more. 

GAO investigators also found that at con-
tractor-operated facilities where excess 
equipment was supposed to be liquidated, 
items were left exposed to rain and wind. 
Much of it ended up damaged beyond repair. 

In addition, the Defense Department said 
that between 2002 and 2004, $466 million of 
equipment marked as excess—including sen-

sitive equipment such as missile warheads— 
had been lost, stolen or damaged. Kutz, who 
said he believes the total of unaccounted-for 
equipment could be far higher, said the GAO 
will continue to investigate where those 
items ended up. 
STATEMENTS FROM MEMBERS OF GOLD STAR 

FAMILIES FOR PEACE 
Iraq has been the tragic Lie of Historic 

Proportions of Washington, DC since before 
the first gulf war. For years, Saddam was 
one of our government’s propped up and mili-
tarily supported puppets. Many people have 
seen the famous footage of Donald Rumsfeld 
shaking hands with Saddam. I suppose the 
two are smiling so big for the cameras be-
cause they are kindred spirits. After all of 
the hand-shaking and weapon brokering, 
when did Saddam become such a bad guy to 
Bush, Cheney, Halliburton and Co.? (Insert 
your favorite reason here). During the Clin-
ton regime the US–UN led sanctions against 
Iraq and the weekly bombing raids killed 
tens of thousands of innocent people in Iraq. 
Many of them were children, but since one of 
her children didn’t have to be sacrificed to 
the homicidal war machine, Madeline 
Albright, thinks the slaughter during the 
‘‘halcyon’’ Clinton years was ‘‘worth it.’’ 
More lies. 

Anyone with even a rudimentary under-
standing of current events understands that 
this invasion/occupation of Iraq was not 
about Saddam being a ‘‘bad guy.’’ If that 
logic is used, then how many innocent Iraqi 
people have to die before the citizens of 
America wake up and know that our govern-
ment is a ‘‘bad guy?’’ We also know that Iraq 
was not about WMD’s. They weren’t there 
and they weren’t going to be there for at 
least a decade, by all reports. Another rea-
son, so wispy and more difficult to disprove, 
is that America invaded Iraq to bring free-
dom and democracy to the Iraqi people. 
When one tries to dispute this particular de-
ception, one is accused of being unpatriotic 
or hating freedom. Even though correct, the 
statement ‘‘Freedom isn’t Free’’ is very in-
sulting to me. False freedom is very expen-
sive. Fake freedom costs over one billion of 
our tax dollars a week; phony freedom has 
cost the Iraqi people tens of thousands of in-
nocent lives; fanciful freedom has meant the 
destruction of a country and its infrastruc-
ture. Tragically, this fabricated notion of 
freedom and democracy cost me far more 
than I was willing to pay: the life of my son, 
Casey. The Lie of Historic Proportions also 
cost me my peace of mind, I do not feel free 
and I do not feel like I live in a democracy. 

One of the other great deceits that is being 
perpetuated on the American public and the 
world is that this occupation is to fight ter-
rorism: If we don’t fight terrorism in Iraq 
then we will have to fight it ‘‘on our 
streets.’’ In fact, terrorist attacks have sky-
rocketed in Iraq and all over the world. So 
much so, that the State Department has 
stopped compiling the statistics and quit 
issuing the yearly terrorism report. I guess if 
one doesn’t write a report, then terrorism 
doesn’t exist? All of Casey’s commendations 
say that he was killed in the ‘‘GWOT’’ the 
Global War on Terrorism. I agree with most 
of GWOT, except that Casey was killed in the 
Global War Of Terrorism waged on the world 
and its own citizens by the biggest terrorist 
outfit in the world: George and his destruc-
tive Neo-con cabal. 

The evidence is overwhelming, compelling, 
and alarming that George and his indecent 
bandits traitorously had intelligence fab-
ricated to fit their goal of invading Iraq. The 
criminals foisted a Lie of Historic Propor-
tions on the world. It was clear to many of 
us more aware people that George, Condi, 
Rummy, the two Dicks: Cheney and Perle, 



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4577 June 16, 2005 
Wolfie, and most effectively and treach-
erously, Colin Powell, lied their brains out 
before the invasion. The world was even 
shown where the WMD’S were on the map. 
We were told that the ‘‘smoking gun’’ could 
come at any time in the form of a ‘‘mush-
room cloud’’ or a cloud of toxic biological or 
chemical weapons. Does anyone remember 
duct tape and plastic sheeting? 

Finally, the side of peace, truth and justice 
has our own smoking gun and it is burning 
our hands. It is the so-called Downing Street 
Memo dated 23, July 2002, (almost 8 months 
before the invasion) that states that mili-
tary action (against Iraq) is now seen as ‘‘in-
evitable.’’ The memo further states that: 
‘‘Bush wanted to remove Saddam through 
military action’’, justified by the conjunc-
tion of ‘‘terrorism and WMD’s.’’ The most 
damning thing to George in the memo is 
where the British intelligence officer who 
wrote the memo claims that the intelligence 
to base Great Britain and the U.S. staging a 
devastating invasion on Iraq was being 
‘‘fixed around the policy.’’ Now, after over 
three years of relentless propaganda, it is 
difficult to distinguish the proven lies from 
the new ‘‘truth:’’ that this occupation is 
bringing freedom and democracy to the peo-
ple of Iraq. 

Casey took an oath to protect the U.S. 
from all enemies ‘‘foreign and domestic.’’ He 
was sent to occupy and die in a foreign coun-
try that was no threat to the USA. However, 
the biggest threat to our safety, humanity, 
and our way of life in America are George 
and his cronies. Congress made a Mistake of 
Historic Proportions and waived its Con-
stitutional responsibility to declare war. It 
is time for the House to make up for that 
mistake and introduce Articles of Impeach-
ment against the murderous thugs who have 
caused so much mindless mayhem. It is time 
for Congress to revalidate itself by holding a 
hearing about the Downing Street Memo. 
The reader can help by going onto 
www.AfterDowningStreet.org and signing a 
petition to Rep. John Conyers so he will 
know that the American people are behind 
him to convene an investigation in the 
House Judiciary Committee. You can also 
write your Congressional Representative to 
help push the inquiry. 

It is time to put partisan politics behind us 
to do what is correct for once and reclaim 
America’s humanity. It is time for Congress 
and the American people to work together in 
peace and justice to rid our country of the 
stench of greed, hypocrisy, and unnecessary 
suffering that permeates our White House 
and our halls of Congress. It is time to hold 
someone accountable for the carnage and 
devastation that has been caused. As a mat-
ter of fact, it is past time, but it is not too 
late—Cindy Sheehan, mother of Casey 
Sheehan, KIA Apr. 4, 2004. 

My son Sherwood Baker, only 30 years old, 
a fine man, father, husband, social worker, 
musician, entertainer, friend, protector, pa-
triot, national guard soldier lost his precious 
life on April 26, 2004 in Baghdad. 

He had been in Iraq for six weeks. He was 
assigned to protect the Iraq Survey Group 
the very people looking for the weapons of 
mass destruction. He was guarding that 
group as they entered a munitions factory, it 
exploded, something hit my son in his head 
as he raised himself from his humvee. He 
died two hours later, half a World away from 
all of us who love him so much. 

Two years before this happened, people in 
the Administration of George Bush had de-
cided they wanted a war with Iraq. They 
were determined to have one, though the 
facts about any real dangers were ‘‘thin’’, 
though so many disagreed, though the Amer-
ican people rejected a capricious war. So 
these people who took their oath before God 

to be honorable leaders, betrayed the public 
trust and committed themselves and our 
Country to finding a way to have a war. 

Some of us suspected all this then, many of 
us know it now, the Downing Street memo 
and other revealing documents bring the 
light of truth everyday to these horrendous 
betrayals. 

Now it is the duty of congress to stand up 
and face these truths, investigate the docu-
ments, follow them where ever they lead. 
Hold those accountable who betrayed my 
son, my family and this Country I love. 

If we are ever to reach Peace in Iraq we 
must confront the lies and deceptions that 
got us there, just as we could not wage a war 
successfully on lies, there can be no Peace 
based on lies. 

It is very simple in some ways, 1706 Ameri-
cans have given up their lives, they stand 
just beyond us now, tied forever by grief and 
longing to those who loved them. Tied to the 
history of this Country, tied to its honor, 
now they wait on us to honor the fallen and 
honor the truth. 

I pray YOU will support the Downing 
Street memo hearings—and stand with honor 
for the truth—Celeste Zappala, mother of 
Sgt Sherwood Baker, KIA Apr. 26, 2004. 
SILENCE IN THE FACE OF TRUTH: THE DOWNING 

STREET MEMO 
(By Dante Zappala) 

For the first 30 years of my brother Sher-
wood Baker’s life, his mission was to be a re-
sponsible citizen. He made oaths and he hon-
ored those oaths. This made him a loving fa-
ther and husband. This also made him a 
noble and committed soldier. He coura-
geously deployed with his National Guard 
unit to Iraq in 2004. 

For the last six weeks of his life, 
Sherwood’s mission was to provide convoy 
security for the Iraq Survey Group. He was 
killed in action, providing site security for 
the group that was looking for weapons of 
mass destruction. Mounting evidence indi-
cates that the weapons’ non-existence wasn’t 
a mistake. It was a ruse. 

The clouds surrounding Sherwood’s death 
became even darker recently when I read the 
contents of a memo from the upper echelons 
of the British government. The memo reiter-
ates the fact that our administration had 
every intention of invading Iraq in the sum-
mer of 2002. The White House needed only to 
sell the idea to the American people. 

Prior to Congressional approval, prior to 
saying, ‘‘War is the last resort,’’ the decision 
had been made to go to war regardless of 
legal justification or the problems associated 
with the aftermath of an invasion. The most 
telling quote in this memo reads, ‘‘The intel-
ligence and facts were being fixed around the 
policy.’’ Read the memo: http:// 
www.downingstreetmemo.com/memo.html. 

My brother died scouring the Iraqi coun-
tryside not to protect his country, but to 
satisfy the Bush administration’s public re-
lations agenda. 

The leaders of our country politicized in-
telligence to satisfy an ideology. My brother 
and more than 1,650 other soldiers have been 
killed as a result. Yet I have to sift through 
the papers and the news channels to find 
even a pulse of concern. In the wake of such 
disturbing revelations, a majority of our 
press and populace resoundingly choose to be 
silent. 

Overwhelmingly, Americans have ceased to 
care about how and why we went war. Apa-
thy, in the face of our soldiers’ sacrifice, 
seems more convenient. 

We cannot allow our government to simply 
replace the motivations for war midstream 
and expect an entire nation and all its allies 
to succumb to selective memory. Yet that is 
exactly what has happened. 

The poet Archibald MacLish, who also lost 
a brother in war, wrote: 

They say 
We leave you our deaths 
Give them their meaning. 

If we are to give meaning to the deaths in 
Iraq, we must be willing to engage in truth-
ful dialogue about the pretenses of war. Ac-
quiescing to the lure of silence and ignorance 
is an affront to the families and memories of 
all who have fallen. It is a prescription for 
unending violence and suffering. 

Are we so ashamed of what our soldiers 
have and continue to do in Iraq that we can’t 
even talk about how they got there? Or, are 
we simply ashamed of ourselves for letting it 
happen? 

We must each confront ourselves over the 
failures in Iraq. For that failure is not sim-
ply the fault of our leaders misusing suspect 
intelligence. Our course as a country, ulti-
mately, stems from the individual conclu-
sion of all of us to be either complicit or re-
sistant to war. 

The government’s failure in Iraq becomes 
our own failure when we substitute political 
rhetoric or blanket ideology for reason. It 
becomes our fault when we are recklessly ar-
rogant and willfully deaf. 

Our responsibility as citizens is to ac-
knowledge and embrace the whole truth 
about the Iraq War. We must look past par-
tisanship and hold ourselves and our leaders 
to the high standards of integrity that citi-
zenship demands. When we fail to honor that 
responsibility, we fail to honor the sacrifices 
of our soldiers. 

The world as I knew it ended when Neil 
was killed. Many years ago someone gave us 
a beautiful vase and somehow I knocked it 
over and it broke into two pieces. I glued it 
together, it still holds water, but it lost its 
beauty. We are like that vase. For a while I 
lost my ability to pray. That has come back, 
thank God and all those who prayed for us. 
Many people go to work with coffee or tea in 
their cupholder. I go with tissues in my cup-
holder, because I cry to and from work. I am 
able to function at work because I work with 
children. Daily activities are no longer the 
same. I can speak to a large group of people, 
yet I have trouble going into stores. I cannot 
be in crowded stores. One of my dearest 
friends just retired and I did not go to her re-
tirement party, because I was worried that I 
would start sobbing. I love the theater, but 
do not go. My son was an honorable man 
killed by the actions of dishonorable men— 
Dianne Santoriello, mother of 1st Lt. Neil 
Anthony Santoriello, KIA Aug. 13, 2004. 

My son, Sgt. Mike Mitchell, was killed in 
Sadr City on April 4, 2004, the first day of the 
Shiite uprising. He had been in Iraq for 11 
months, had turned in all of his equipment 
on April 3, as he was headed to Kuwait the 
next week then back to Germany and his 
fiancee and wedding—Bill Mitchell, father of 
Sgt. Mike Mitchell, KIA Apr. 4, 2004. 

Jeff was sent to Kuwait on a 6 month rota-
tion tour with his Battery, C/1–39 FA (MLRS) 
in August 2002. He was due back to the states 
in February 2003, until orders to returned 
were halted in December 2002 because of the 
build-up. He was caught in this melee of hor-
ror with no other recourse to be a true sol-
dier and fight for the cause. You can imagine 
my horror listening to the propaganda and 
lies our government leaderships so vehe-
mently declared to the nation as the truth. 
It was out of my control to tell my baby he 
was in the wrong place at the wrong time. I 
felt absolutely helpless. He died 4 weeks into 
the invasion. He was just commissioned as a 
second lieutenant, he married the love of his 
life, he acquired his mustang muscle car, and 
he was living on his own in Ft. Stewart, 
Georgia. He had the world ahead of him and 
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eager to be part of life. He didn’t expect to 
lose his life. He died from a shrapnel metal 
that pierced his right eye and traveled 
through his brain knocking out all the vital 
parts to sustain life. He was a victim to an 
explosion a football field away. Back then, 
his unit (FA) was not equipped with protec-
tive gear nor properly trained to handle in-
fantry, engineers, and explosive specialist 
jobs. Jeff was 24 yrs old when he died and my 
only son. He was the love of my life and such 
a cuddly baby to raise. He always had kisses 
for me even into his adult life. I miss him so! 
This war shouldn’t happen and I want the 
truth. I want someone to gather all the cas-
ualty families and tell them the truth—why 
it was necessary to fabricate intelligence in-
formation to make a case for war. We have 
the right to know even if its classified—Rox-
anne Kaylor, mother of LT. Jeff Kaylor, KIA 
Apr. 7, 2003. 

The Department of Defense announced 
today the death of two soldiers who were 
supporting Operation Iraqi Freedom. They 
died April 19 in Baghdad, Iraq, when a vehi-
cle-borne improvised explosive device deto-
nated near their dismounted patrol. Both 
Soldiers were assigned 3rd Battalion, 7th In-
fantry Regiment, 3rd Infantry Division, and 
Fort Stewart, Ga. The soldiers are: Spc. 
Jacob M. Pfister, 27, of Buffalo, N.Y., Spc. 
Kevin S.K. Wessel, 20, of Newport, Ore—Lori 
Wessel, mother of Spc Kevin S.K. Wessel, 
KIA Apr. 19, 2005. 

Let me tell you why I think, no demand 
that Congress investigate Bush’s Iraq War 
lies. It starts with a conversation that I re-
member as if it were yesterday. It was a con-
versation between my son and me. He had 
called me from Ft. Lewis, Wa.; his duty sta-
tion. He was assuring me that there was no 
way that we were going to invade Iraq. I re-
plied that I wasn’t so sure; after all I kept 
hearing those war drums. He told me with all 
confidence that there were two reasons. 
First Saddam was not a threat to the U.S., 
that we had him contained. Second, even 
though Saddam was a bad guy he was OUR 
bad guy and if we removed him we would be 
creating a political vacuum in Iraq that we 
would not be able to control. How very con-
fident he was. Needless to say, that when we 
did invade he was more than a little disillu-
sioned. Of course his two reasons have both 
proved to be true. Unfortunately, his Com-
mander and Chief had decided on this war 
possibly even before 9/11. In my son’s name I 
demand that Congress investigate. I demand 
it in my son’s name because he is unable to 
demand it himself. Cpl. Jonathan Castro, my 
only child, was killed December 21, 2004, 
when a suicide bomber was allowed into a 
military base mess tent in Mosul. I also de-
mand the investigation in the name of all 
those still serving. Many of them would de-
mand it themselves if they didn’t fear mili-
tary retribution—Vickie Castro, mother of 
Spc. Jonathan Castro, KIA Dec. 21, 2004. 

As you meet today and discuss the addi-
tional evidence of the lies that were used to 
launch this illegal, immoral invasion and oc-
cupation of a recognized, sovereign nation, I 
would humbly like to put before you yet a 
few more numbers, reasons to stay the 
course and continue to reveal these crimes 
and bring the perpetrators to justice. 

That number is 538. My nephew, PFC Wil-
liam Ramirez, was American soldier number 
538 to die in this horrific travesty committed 
on the people of Iraq in the name of the Con-
gress of the United States, our citizens and 
our allies. Think then of the 537 who came 
before and the 1100+ who have died since. 
Think also of the 100,000 innocent Iraqi civil-
ians whose lives have been lost and blown to 
rubble by American munitions and their 
aftermath. 

Here’s another number—19. That is how 
many years William spent on this earth. Two 

of those in the U.S. Army. He was anxious to 
serve and defend. He was promised a chance 
to learn architecture or engineering, to cre-
ate and build. Instead, he was sent to de-
stroy, kill and die. And for what? How many 
of you, knowing what you know about this 
war, would willingly allow a child, a grand-
child, a nephew or niece or even your dog to 
be sacrificed for it? Can you wrap your minds 
around the suffering, pain and grief that lies 
behind each number in the newspaper, in 
your briefings, on the TV? Multiply those 
numbers 10 times or so and envision the lives 
shattered by injury, physical and mental, 
and the military families who must support 
those victims. 

It is horrible and wrong for a life to be cut 
off violently and short. The greater horror is 
the senselessness of it, in knowing that Wil-
liam’s death was in vain. There is no comfort 
in thinking the world is a better place be-
cause of it. His heroism was squandered by 
liars, cheats and profiteers. His courage was 
used to attack a nation that was not a 
threat. His youth and inexperience was sto-
len by conniving draft dodgers waving flags 
of patriotism and fear who never answered 
the call to serve. His life was manipulated to 
achieve the ends chosen by a handful of peo-
ple and his death means nothing to them. 

Congress was lied to, but Congress is still 
culpable. Our entire country will continue to 
pay for this. It is your job and duty now to 
investigate without stopping until truth and 
justice are rooted out. Number 538 is just one 
in a sea of numbers that don’t look like 
much on a piece of paper. It really isn’t that 
large of a number relative to so many others 
in the news. To our family, however it is a 
fatal number. It is the difference between a 
hope-filled future for a loving, intelligent 
boy and a silent headstone in a military 
cemetery. How many more families will re-
ceive a number like that? How many more? 

William may have wanted to defend our 
country and its democracy, but the truth is 
that battle must be waged on these shores, in 
these very buildings. And you are the sol-
diers. Yes, you have position, influence, 
money and power at stake and you might 
feel that you have much to lose on the front 
lines of this conflict. The United States has 
much to lose if you do not fight. Please be 
inspired by our heroic and selfless troops and 
by the memory of our fallen. Take up their 
cause and restore our nation to one they 
would be proud of, to the one they thought 
they suffered and died for. You can give 
meaning to their deaths if only you will— 
Annette Pritchard, aunt of PFC William Ra-
mirez, KIA Feb. 11, 2004. 

My son, Spc. Joseph Blickenstaff, lost his 
life in the line of duty for our country. Yes, 
we were and are proud of him as a man and 
thrilled at his accomplishments. Today is 
the l8-month anniversary of his death. One 
day, at the age of 20, Joe came to see me and 
was very excited. He had enlisted in the 
Army. I was not happy. He convinced me it 
was something he really wanted to do and 
thought he would be good at it. I finally 
agreed it might be good for him. 

He left for Basic Training May 1, 2001. He 
arrived home from Basic on September 6, 
2001. The party to celebrate this achievement 
was September 9, 2001. You know what hap-
pened next. All the rules changed. He mar-
ried his Sweetheart, Angela, shortly after 
Basic Training. They moved to Washington 
near the Base. Joe continued to prepare in 
the Stryker Brigade at Fort Lewis, Wash-
ington for the next 25 months. He achieved 
the Expert Infantryman designation, which 
few managed to do. He told me he wanted to 
be the ‘‘one’’ to bring down Osama Bin 
Laden. He was full of the righteous anger 
that flowed through most Americans after 9– 
11. He did not, however, believe we had the 

right to invade Iraq. He decided he wanted to 
go to Iraq to protect his comrades. He was a 
gunner. He wanted to take good care of 
them. He also wanted to see what he could 
do to help the Iraqi people. He hated bullies 
and spent his life looking out for the under-
dogs. He literally would walk down the 
street and give his money and his clothes 
away. As parents, we thought that maybe 
the experience of mastering the many skills 
and participating in helping other people 
would turn out to be Joe’s reward for all the 
hard work he put in as we watched him be-
come a proud and capable soldier. So, we met 
him for dinner and kissed him goodbye in the 
parking lot of the restaurant on November 
13, 2003. He assured us he would be home in 
a few months in order to be discharged on 
time. The last words I heard him speak were 
on my answering machine about 2 weeks 
later; ‘‘Mom, they’re keeping me for the 
year, they’re not letting me out.’’ My heart 
broke for him. He had signed a contract with 
the United States Government that said he 
would serve 3 years. This was to be his last 
disillusionment with the Army. 

In the early hours of December 9, 2003, we 
got that most-dreaded knock on our door. 
When four uniformed Army officers face you 
at 1:30 a.m., there is little to ask except 
‘‘How did it happen?’’ 

As everyone will acknowledge, there are no 
words to describe the pain of losing a child. 
In our case, we held each other and assured 
one another that he died doing what he be-
lieved was right. We proudly displayed his 
Casket Flag and Bronze Star. We went 
through the motions of living, though we felt 
detached from ourselves. 

We did not even know who would answer 
all the questions we had. The ticking clock 
seemed like a relentless tyrant as it clicked 
away all the time he would be gone from us. 

We had an invitation to meet President 
Bush at Fort Lewis. We went to that meet-
ing. I wanted and needed for our Com-
mander-In-Chief to look into my eyes and 
tell me he was sorry for this terrible loss. I 
was sure I would know if he was sincere. We 
had pictures taken with President Bush 
looking at the picture of me pinning on Joe’s 
boutonniere at his wedding. The President 
asked me if he could keep the words to the 
last song Joe wrote while in Iraq. The song 
‘‘Worthy’’, expressed Joe’s deep conviction 
that he was loved by his Lord. 

In the year since that meeting I have been 
very disturbed to learn how many things 
were wrong with our decision to declare war 
on Iraq. I say ‘‘our decision’’ because I sup-
ported it in the beginning. I tried to ration-
alize that mistakes happen and that ‘‘Free-
dom Isn’t Free’’ and on and on. Nothing real-
ly helped us except to keep saying to each 
other that Joe died doing something he be-
lieved in. Joe died knowing we all loved him 
and that he was a precious child of his Cre-
ator. Joe died among friends who had 
watched him overcome so many obstacles as 
the unsure boy, Joe, became the capable and 
assured man and soldier, Joe. 

But now, to learn how many ways the 
American people were deceived into believ-
ing our leaders had our best interest at 
heart, after believing we had the kind of re-
sponsible leadership that would only put our 
bravest young people in danger if absolutely 
necessary, after believing that we could 
trust them with our very lives—it’s just a 
horror beyond the thinkable. Surely this 
misuse and loss of our precious young people 
constitutes murder. 

My Sweet Joe, my brave and independent 
Joe, my kind and loving and giving Joe was 
taken from us through a series of lies and de-
ception. My heart is breaking—for us, for 
this country, for this world. I know there are 
hundreds of thousands of people who have 
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paid the ultimate price and each one of those 
people leaves a family as stricken and 
changed as my own. 

I think the only thing this Nation can do 
now to save any honor we might have had in 
the eyes of the World would be to lay bare 
the lies and do whatever we need in order to 
restore the things we took from the Iraqi 
people when we decided to ‘‘shock and awe’’ 
them over 2 years ago. America has not lost 
nearly as many people as the Iraqis over this 
insane approach to ‘‘helping’’ these people, 
but we have had tens of thousands of fami-
lies changed, crippled, and denied their 
rights as we are told over and over that our 
loved ones offered themselves up to a higher 
cause. 

My son would never have offered himself 
for the kind of abuse of power that now ex-
ists because of this evilly-conceived war. 
And the abuses aren’t just happening in Iraq, 
as we read daily now. Besides all of the pris-
oner abuse, the American people have been 
abused, our society has been abused, our fi-
nancial future has been abused. Every man, 
woman and child without food and medical 
care right here in America has been abused. 

It took an incredible amount of ‘‘fixing’’ to 
make sure this war happened as planned. 

We will never regain our own dignity until 
we stop this insanity and become responsible 
members of our Global Community. We can 
do it! Let’s start now—Georgia Shilz, proud 
mother of Spc. Joseph Michael Blickenstaff, 
KIA, Dec. 8, 2003. 

They just drove away. Your new world is 
black and white; it’s upside down and inside 
out. You scream and do not recognize the 
pain coming from a place you never knew ex-
isted. You scream again and the sound is 
your soul leaving your body. 

You might not have even heard the words, 
‘‘I regret to inform you’’, because all you 
needed was to see who was at your door and 
you knew. Every nightmare you had about 
your loved one being killed in Iraq has just 
come true. Every prayer for their safety on 
this earth will never be answered. Every deal 
you made was off. 

You cannot possibly know, but you are not 
alone. 1699 other hearts broke again as we 
saw the number tick one more to 1700 and 
then 1701 and 1702. We know your pain, we 
know the hellish journey that you have just 
begun and there is nothing to say except 
‘‘I’m sorry’’. We have hugs to offer and 
maybe some advice, but as the moon rises, 
you will be alone, knowing that your son or 
daughter, your husband or wife, your nephew 
or niece, your best friend is never coming 
home. 

The sun will come up in the morning and 
you may be grateful that you survived an-
other night of your new life, not knowing 
how. You may be angry that you survived 
another night without your loved one and 
wonder why you live and they don’t. If only 
you could trade places. 

Some sleep easily, some with medication, 
some not at all. You want to sleep to fend off 
exhaustion, but know if you do the night-
mares might enter the quiet place that once 
meant solace. The exhaustion just finds a 
deeper place inside you, another place unfa-
miliar to you. 

If you cry, and some cannot or will not, 
you will wonder if the crying will ever stop. 
You don’t ever want to stop crying—how will 
you ever, ever, ever get your arms around 
this new life? You will never want to cry 
again; it’s just so excruciating. You will 
wonder how one body can cry so many tears 
and for so many hours, days and months. 

There will be phone calls, cards, flowers 
and food. But all you want is your old life 
back, knowing that your loved one will be 
coming home alive and well. 

There will be prayers and religious serv-
ices. Prayers for you, prayers for your loved 

one, prayers for peace, prayers for strength. 
Some will seek comfort in their faith, some 
will be interminably angry at God. 

You never imagined signing a document 
called ‘‘Disposition of Remains’’ but there it 
is, your loved one’s name, in black and 
white. That name doesn’t belong there. It be-
longs on a letter with love from Iraq, it be-
longs on an email, but it doesn’t belong 
there. You will see their name again in head-
lines, on TV, on letters of condolence and on 
other legal documents and it never feels 
right. His or her name doesn’t belong there! 

There will be questions, there will be de-
tails. You want to know all the details; you 
want to know none—at the same time. You 
have questions—so many questions and so do 
they. How could this be happening? What 
kind of funeral service, cremation or burial? 
Who will speak? When is the body coming 
home? Why is the body coming home? My 
son or daughter is supposed to be coming 
home—not their body! 

The flags will fly at half staff, an indica-
tion that one young friend described as 
‘‘someone is sad’’. The flag will cover the 
coffin, soon to be handed to you, with the 
words ‘‘On behalf of a grateful nation . . .’’ 
Flags will arrive in the mail having flown 
over the state capitol or the nation’s capitol. 
They all mean the same thing—your loved 
one is never coming home and someone is 
very, very sad. 

Maybe you never heard the phrase ‘‘Pain 
shared is divided’’. We share your pain; we 
live and breathe your pain every single day. 
While you may have never imagined you 
would be a part of this group, please know 
that you are not alone—Karen Meredith, 
mother of 1LT Kenneth Ballard, KIA May 30, 
2004. 
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Mr. Speaker, I also ask unanimous 
consent to insert the text of the 
amendment immediately prior to the 
vote. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, again, 

I urge all of my colleagues to vote 
‘‘no’’ on the previous question so that 
we can have an opportunity to vote on 
the Pelosi amendment. It is our respon-
sibility as Members of Congress to ask 
tough questions, to demand answers, to 
do the oversight, to make sure that we 
are getting this right. We have not 
been doing that. This is an opportunity 
for us to demand that the administra-
tion give us answers. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself the remaining time. 

We have had an excellent and inter-
esting discussion here this morning on 
the issue of Iraq, and we will continue 
to have those discussions undoubtedly 
as we move forward. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
again draw the attention of Members 
to the strength of this piece of legisla-
tion. Unfortunately, it was not dis-
cussed very much during the course of 
our exchange. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2863 takes many 
important steps forward in reforming 
the procurement and acquisition sys-
tems of the United States military, and 

increasing its end strength, and pro-
viding $45.3 billion in supplemental 
‘‘bridge funding’’ for the war on terror. 

Mr. Speaker, it must also be noted 
that this legislation would not have 
been possible without much hard work 
on the part of the gentleman from 
Florida (Chairman YOUNG), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS), 
and the members of the Subcommittee 
on Defense Appropriations and the 
members of the full committee. As evi-
denced by their hard work, this is a bi-
partisan bill that the vast majority of 
the House will undoubtedly agree is a 
good product. 

Mr. Speaker, no legislation is per-
fect, and, as I said in my opening state-
ment, the defense appropriation bill 
takes important steps in an ongoing 
process that does not end; that is, the 
defense of our country. However frus-
trated some may be with particular as-
pects of H.R. 2863, it undoubtedly 
moves our military in the direction it 
needs to evolve and enhances the secu-
rity of our country and the well-being 
of our men and women in uniform. 

Therefore, I, once again, urge my col-
leagues to support this rule and the un-
derlying concurrent resolution. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in opposition to the rule for the 
FY06 Defense Appropriations Bill. This rule, 
unfortunately, does not allow consideration of 
the Pelosi Amendment—an amendment crit-
ical to our current and future efforts in Iraq. 

We consider the situation in Iraq this week 
in the midst of growing public concern over 
the way this administration has, and con-
tinues, to execute the war. For the first time 
since the war in Iraq began, more than half of 
the public believes that our campaign there 
has not made the United States safer. Nearly 
three-quarters of Americans say the number of 
casualties in Iraq is unacceptable and two- 
thirds say the U.S. military is ‘‘bogged down.’’ 
Nearly six in ten say the war is not worth fight-
ing. 

To date, the lives of nearly 1,700 men and 
women in uniform have been lost, and another 
12,000 have been injured. Close to 200 billion 
in taxpayer dollars have been spent without a 
clear plan for success. And today, we are no 
closer to true success in Iraq than we were 
since the days of ‘‘Shock and Awe.’’ 

The Democratic Leader’s amendment is 
simple—it asks that this administration report 
to Congress within 30 days with their ‘‘Strat-
egy for Success’’ in Iraq. The Pelosi amend-
ment requires the President to explain how he 
will ensure that there are well-trained Iraqi 
military, border and police forces that can en-
sure the security of Iraq and that there is polit-
ical stability in the country. 

This amendment isn’t about setting a hard 
date for withdrawal, or leaving Iraq before we 
finish what we started. This amendment, rath-
er, simply ensures that Congress—and the 
American people—know what milestones and 
criteria by which our Nation will judge success 
in Iraq. Without such a guide, we will continue 
to be left with an open-ended military commit-
ment with no end in sight. 

Our men and women in uniform deserve 
nothing less than clear milestones that lead us 
to the day when we can bring them home. To 
get to that day, we need to know how we are 
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going to assess the capabilities and readiness 
of Iraqi security forces and when we can ex-
pect them to take over vital security missions 
in their country. We need to know the number 
of U.S. and coalition advisors needed to sup-
port Iraqi security forces. And, finally, we need 
to know the benchmarks by which we will 
measure the political stability of Iraq. 

The fog of war is thick in Iraq, and this ad-
ministration has only added to it by sticking to 
their vague notions of success and stability. 
But the President can cut through the fog by 
providing clear and demonstrable criteria by 
which we can judge our progress and, hope-
fully, success in Iraq. 

Since the start of this war, I and many of my 
colleagues have implored the President to 
level with the American people and our troops 
over the true cost and end strategy for the 
war. It is time for the administration and Con-
gress to be honest with us about a path for-
ward in Iraq—a path towards a success that 
brings our men and women home and re-
stores our credibility at home and abroad. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the rule, 
and allow consideration of a critical amend-
ment that will give our Nation a clear path for-
ward in Iraq. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows: 
PREVIOUS QUESTION ON H. RES. 315—RULE FOR 

H.R. 2863 FY06 DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS 
At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing new sections: 
‘‘SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this resolution, the amendment print-
ed in section 3 shall be in order without 
intervention of any point of order and before 
any other amendment if offered by Rep-
resentative PELOSI of California or a des-
ignee. The amendment is not subject to 
amendment except for pro forma amend-
ments or to a demand for a division of the 
question in the committee of the whole or in 
the House. 

SEC. 3. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 2 is as follows: 

AMENDMENT TO H.R. ll, AS REPORTED 
OFFERED BY MS. PELOSI OF CALIFORNIA 

(Defense Appropriations, 2006) 

At the end of title VIII (page ll, after 
line ll), insert the following new section: 

SEC. lll. (a) Not later than 30 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President shall transmit to the Speaker and 
minority leader of the House of Representa-
tives and the majority leader and minority 
leader of the Senate a report on a strategy 
for success in Iraq that identifies criteria to 
be used by the Government of the United 
States to determine when it is appropriate to 
begin the withdrawal of United States 
Armed Forces from Iraq. 

(b) The report shall include a detailed de-
scription of each of the following: 

(1) The criteria for assessing the capabili-
ties and readiness of Iraqi security forces, 
goals for achieving appropriate capability 
and readiness levels for such forces, as well 
as for recruiting, training, and equipping 
such forces, and the milestones and time-
table for achieving such goals. 

(2) The estimated total number of Iraqi 
personnel trained at the levels identified in 
paragraph (1) that are needed for Iraqi secu-
rity forces to perform duties currently being 
undertaken by United States and coalition 
forces, including defending Iraq’s borders and 
providing adequate levels of law and order 
throughout Iraq. 

(3) The number of United States and coali-
tion advisors needed to support Iraqi secu-
rity forces and associated ministries. 

(4) The measures of political stability for 
Iraq, including the important political mile-
stones to be achieved over the next several 
years. 

(c) The report shall be transmitted in un-
classified form but may contain a classified 
annex. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield back the balance of my time, 
and I move the previous question on 
the resolution. 

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. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 2862, and 
that I may include tabular material on 
the same. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
f 

SCIENCE, STATE, JUSTICE, COM-
MERCE, AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2006 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 314 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2862. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2862) making appropriations for 
Science, the Departments of State, 
Justice, and Commerce, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2006, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. HASTINGS of Washington in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose on Wednes-
day, June 15, 2005, the amendment by 
the gentleman from Vermont (Mr. 
SANDERS) had been disposed of, and the 
bill had been read through page 108, 
line 7. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. PAUL 
Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 

Amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. PAUL: 
Page 108, after line 7, insert the following: 

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 
PROVISIONS 

SEC. 801. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to pay any United 
States contribution to the United Nations or 
any affiliated agency of the United Nations. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of June 14, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. PAUL). 

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

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I have 
is very simple, and it tells us exactly 
what it does, so I am just going to read 
it. It says, ‘‘None of the funds made 
available in this Act may be used to 
pay any United States contribution to 
the United Nations or any affiliated 
agency of the United Nations.’’ 

So, very simply, a vote for my 
amendment would be a vote to defund 
the United Nations, and it would be a 
policy statement, obviously. We have 
had some debate already on the United 
Nations, and we will be having another 
debate either later today or tomorrow 
dealing with reform of the United Na-
tions. Yesterday we had a vote dealing 
with removing half of the funding from 
the United Nations. This would be in 
the same direction, but it would re-
move all of the funding. 

The United Nations has been under 
serious attack, and most Americans 
know there is a big problem with the 
United Nations. There is corruption in-
volved with the oil-for-food scandal, as 
well as the abuse of human rights. 
There are a lot of people who believe 
that we can reform the United Nations 
and make it much more responsive to 
our principles. I do not happen to share 
that belief. 

I have been a longtime opponent of 
the United Nations not so much be-
cause of the goals they seek, but be-
cause of their failure to reach these 
goals, as well as the attack on our na-
tional sovereignty. For me, it is a sov-
ereignty issue, and that is the reason 
that I believe that it does not serve our 
interests to be in the United Nations, 
and we should make a statement for 
the many Americans who share that 
particular view. 

But I would like to take a little bit of 
this time right now to relate my posi-
tion on the United Nations with the 
bill that is coming up later today or to-
morrow, and that is the reform bill. 
The reform bill is very controversial. 
We already have former Republican 
and Democrat ambassadors, Secre-
taries of State who are in opposition to 
this, and our own President has ex-
pressed opposition to this. It is not for 
the same reasons that I am opposed to 
that reform bill, but they are opposed 
to it because there is a threat of cut-
ting some funding. 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2010-05-28T17:21:58-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




