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core debates we will have tomorrow, 
about fiscal responsibility and what is 
going on. 

I support the President’s war efforts. 
I have been a point person on them. No 
one can doubt that in this body. I sup-
port the Iraqi war efforts, supported 
what we did in Afghanistan. I am proud 
of our President. But we must stand up 
for fiscal responsibility, especially 
when it comes to this part of the pack-
age I think it is one-eighth of the pack-
age or something, one-sixth of the 
package, which deals specifically with 
Iraqi reconstruction. Should it be a 
loan? Should we expect that when Iraq 
gets back on its feet, starts producing 
its oil, which it may be the word’s big-
gest oil producer in years to come, 
should we expect them to pay it back 
as we continue to prosper or should our 
children pay for that money because 
we had to borrow, make a greater debt 
to get the money there in the first 
place? 

Well, let me tell you what happened 
in the past when we followed the same 
course. We pressured the democratic 
governments that replaced the com-
munist dictatorships in Russia and 
Eastern Europe to pay their debts of 
oppressors of the preceding communist 
regimes. What did that do when we 
forced them to pay for that? What hap-
pened was a decade of chaos, a decade 
of uncertainty, a decade where there 
was very little growth, and there was 
actual decline instead of what we could 
have had in Eastern Europe and Russia 
which could have been an era of 
progress, of freeing, of uplifting. But 
instead we wanted those people to pay 
for the debts. 

Well, all of this was done. Why? Here 
we were risking the democratic devel-
opment of Russia itself and bringing us 
out of the Cold War and into a new 
world in order to protect powerful fi-
nancial interests who had done busi-
ness with these bloody dictatorships. 
Mainly, yes, huge European banks who 
had loaned money to Russia and to 
Eastern European countries. And we 
risked instability and we risked the 
whole future of development of the 
post-Cold War world in order to make 
sure that their loans to the dictator-
ships were honored. We cannot do that 
now. We cannot base our policy on 
keeping the loans to Saddam Hussein’s 
loans viable for these nutty financiers 
from Saudi Arabia and from French 
and German banks. 

We are here to do right by the people 
of Iraq. And we can do that. What is 
right is for us to let them wipe the 
slate clean. Let them repudiate these 
debts. As I say, no amount of money is 
going to be donated at this conference 
that will make up, that could be any-
where as beneficial as just repudiating 
the Saddam Hussein debt. 

And let us renew, let us start anew, 
let them start anew as well. Let us 
offer money for reconstruction as a 
loan. If they can or cannot repay it in 
the future if something happens, we 
have not lost anything if we put it as a 

loan. Because if we give it as a grant, 
we are certainly not going to get any-
thing back. 

Now, tomorrow I am going to offer 
two amendments on the Iraqi recon-
struction. And my first amendment 
will suggest that the $18.6 billion in 
Iraqi reconstruction, that part of the 
supplemental should be made only as a 
loan. Now, it may well be ruled out of 
order. It may be said that it is not ger-
mane because you cannot legislate on 
an appropriations bill. And we are talk-
ing about an appropriations bill. 

If my amendment there is ruled out 
of order, I will then offer another 
amendment. And that amendment will 
be to cut the $18.6 billion in reconstruc-
tion money from that bill. And I can 
assure my Democratic colleagues and 
my Republican colleagues, my friends 
on both sides of the aisle, that if we 
stand up and do what is right and insist 
that they not spend the money unless 
it is a loan, I can guarantee them the 
next day the administration will be 
here, will be here with a loan proposal. 

And, so, the vote on the Rohrabacher 
amendment tomorrow, and that is not 
a cutting amendment but it is an in-
sistence that it be a loan instead of a 
give-away, the people of the United 
States need to know how we are vot-
ing, they need to contact their Member 
of Congress to say to vote for the Rohr-
abacher amendment making it a loan, 
and cutting it if it is not. Because it 
will come back within a few days as a 
loan. 

And I would hope that my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle will be 
able to support that. We can stand by 
the people of Iraq, but we do not have 
to stand on the face of the American 
taxpayer to do it.

f 

IRAQ WATCH 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 

MUSGRAVE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
DELAHUNT) is recognized for the re-
maining time until midnight as the 
designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Madam Speaker, 
before the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) leaves, I want to 
convey to him my own confidence that 
there will be many Democrats, his col-
leagues on this side of the aisle, that 
will support the common sense amend-
ment, the Rohrabacher amendment, 
rather than a give-away of American 
tax dollars. 

There has to be an insistence that 
the funding provided in terms of the re-
construction phase is money that will 
be paid back with interest to the Amer-
ican people. Because he might be un-
aware, but this supplemental that is 
before us now, this $87 billion is not $87 
billion. That is the principal. $87 bil-
lion. And it has been calculated by re-
spected authorities, it will cost each 
year the American taxpayer some $4 
billion in interest. So add that on, add 
that on to the $87 billion that we will 
be voting on tomorrow. 

Now, the ranking member of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), has 
done some work. Just that $4 billion, 
not the $87 billion that represents the 
principal, that means that, as I said, on 
a permanent basis we will be spending 
over $4 billion a year just to cover the 
interest payments that this supple-
mental will be required of us and fu-
ture generations. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Speak-
er, would the gentleman yield for a mo-
ment? I appreciate the expressions of 
support. And if we can help improve 
this even a little bit by that portion of 
the bill dealing with reconstruction, I 
think that it will at least make these 
a little bit better. 

I would hope that those people who 
are listening or reading this in the 
newspaper would be calling their Con-
gressman and let the people know that 
the Rohrabacher amendment is some-
thing that we know is in the deep in-
terest of the American people and that 
we need to stand up for the American 
people sometimes.

b 2320 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Madam Speaker, I 
think it is so important to understand 
that it has bipartisan support, and that 
we are working here tonight in a bipar-
tisan fashion to represent the best in-
terests of the American people. 

The American people, as the gen-
tleman has enumerated during the 
course of his remarks these past 45 
minutes, are a generous people. But 
there comes a point in time, particu-
larly as we look at a $500 billion def-
icit, that we have to say, enough is 
enough. Because generations of Ameri-
cans will find that their economy will 
suffer because we know that the deficit 
and the debt becomes a drag on the 
economy. If there should be a recovery 
that is sustained, I fear that it will be 
short term. 

I thank the gentleman and look for-
ward to working with him tomorrow. 

That $4 billion a year, just on the in-
terest payments, to put it in perspec-
tive, it is more than we currently 
spend each year on research for Alz-
heimer’s disease, autism, breast can-
cer, ovarian cancer, prostate cancer, 
diabetes, Parkinson’s disease, Lou 
Gehrig’s disease, multiple sclerosis, 
and all forms of kidney diseases com-
bined. Combined. 

Where are our priorities? Where are 
our interests? What about those Ameri-
cans that suffer from these dreadful, in 
some cases deadly, diseases? 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND). 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Madam Speaker, 
I think it is appropriate that the gen-
tleman points out the neglect of the 
needs that are right here at home and 
the fact that the President frequently 
talks about forcing Congress to re-
strain spending, but yet he is so willing 
to ask us to spend so much in Iraq. And 
the gentleman mentioned all of these 

VerDate jul 14 2003 05:38 Oct 16, 2003 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00087 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K15OC7.201 H15PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH9472 October 15, 2003
dreaded diseases, and that is appro-
priate; but I also think it is appro-
priate for American people to under-
stand that when the VA/HUD appro-
priations bill was dealt with in this 
Chamber just a couple of weeks ago, 
that when we passed that bill, VA 
health care was underfunded by $1.8 
billion. 

Now, think of that. Compare under-
funding VA health care by $1.8 billion 
because the President and the leader-
ship of this House says, well, we just 
simply cannot afford to provide this 
level of health care for our veterans, 
less than $2 billion. And yet they are so 
willing to come to this Chamber and to 
ask us to spend $87 billion in addition 
to the $65 billion that we have already 
appropriated for Iraq. That just seems 
incongruous to me that we would have 
that kind of leadership. 

Now, this past week I was in my 
home town of Portsmouth, Ohio, and I 
was there with the National Com-
manders of the AMVETS at an 
AMVETS meeting hall; and I was talk-
ing with many of those veterans, and I 
want to state that they were upset. 
They talk about the underfunding of 
VA health care; they talk about the 
fact that the administration is trying 
to increase the cost of prescription 
drugs for their medicines; that the 
President has asked that they pay a 
$250 annual enrollment fee to partici-
pate in the VA health care system; 
that many veterans, some of them 
combat decorated veterans who are 
being totally excluded from VA health 
care because they are being considered 
higher income and they can earn as lit-
tle as $24,000 a year and be considered 
higher income. 

And yet we nickel and dime the vet-
eran and are so willing to ask for huge 
sums of money to build roads and 
bridges and schools and hospitals and 
prisons and medical clinics and to es-
tablish phone systems and cell phone 
capability in Iraq, and we are short-
changing the American people.

We are especially shortchanging our 
veterans. That just simply does not 
make sense to me. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Madam Speaker, I 
want to concur with my friend from 
Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND). I think the 
most egregious aspect of this war sup-
plemental submission is the fact that 
American veterans have been left out. 
The gentleman indicated that not only 
are deductibles being raised, not only 
are co-payments being insisted upon 
for prescription drugs, but that a sub-
stantial number of veterans are now 
so-called priority 8 veterans, which 
means that they make over $24,000 a 
year and are denied access to the vet-
erans health care system. That is un-
conscionable. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Madam Speaker, 
it puzzles me. I do not understand why 
the President and the leadership in this 
House do not just solve this problem. It 
is so easy for them to ask for $87 bil-
lion for Iraq; it should be a no-brainer, 
quite frankly. They should decide to-

morrow that they are going to add this 
$1.8 billion. If we had an additional $1.8 
billion in the VA budget, we would not 
have to increase co-payments on drugs. 
We would not have to impose an enroll-
ment fee. We would not have to exclude 
priority 8 veterans from care. We would 
not have to do any of these things if we 
had sufficient funding for VA health 
care. 

How can those who are so willing to 
boast of their support for our military 
be so callous, so unfeeling when it 
comes to the men and the women who 
have fought our past wars, who have 
borne the battle and who are now in 
need? It just puzzles me that why is it 
so easy to ask for $87 billion on top of 
the $65 billion that has already been 
appropriated, and yet they nickel and 
dime the veterans and refuse to add the 
$1.8 billion. 

I want to state, and the gentleman is 
aware of this, I am sure, the veterans 
groups in this country know what is 
going on. The DAV, the Paralyzed Vet-
erans, the American Legion, the Viet-
nam Vets, the AMVETS, all of these 
vets. I have met with them. I am on 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 
They have been before our committee. 
Every last one of these veterans orga-
nizations are asking that we restore 
$1.8 billion. 

It is unconscionable, it is uncon-
scionable that those of us who serve in 
this House would refuse to do what 
needs to be done for veterans health 
care and be so willing to just go into 
the pockets of the American taxpayer 
and take out $87 billion and use it for 
Iraq. It just does not make sense to me. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. If we could just jux-
tapose these two pictures. As these 
young men and women get on an Amer-
ican naval vessel and go to war, the 
bands are playing, there is confetti, 
there are waves, there is our flag, there 
is our political leadership applauding 
them; and yet when they return and as-
sume that honored title ‘‘veteran,’’ we 
disrespect them, dishonor them; and we 
have broken our promises to them 
again and again and again. 

The most dishonored, disrespected 
group who deserves our ultimate grati-
tude in this country is the American 
veteran. And as the gentleman has so 
well put it, we are ignoring them. I do 
not know if anyone who has this infor-
mation could vote for this supple-
mental, including this gift to Iraq, and 
not insist that the American veterans’ 
health needs be met.

b 2330 

My colleague mentioned earlier 
about deductibles. I know the gen-
tleman knows because of his service on 
the Committee on Veterans Affairs, 
and because of his work with veterans 
all over this country, that there is a 
long waiting list to get an appointment 
in veterans health care centers, wheth-
er it be primary care or even veterans 
hospitals. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Madam Speaker, 
if the gentleman would yield, it is not 

only veterans who are being neglected, 
but those who support this $87 billion 
supplemental and the President, this 
administration, they are trying to say 
to us, if you oppose this, then you are 
not supporting our troops, and I say 
balderdash. There is absolutely no 
truth to that. 

The fact is that right now, right now 
this very night, as my colleague and I 
are standing here in this chamber of 
the House of Representatives, there are 
young soldiers in Iraq who are in dan-
ger because they do not have adequate 
protective vests. It is estimated that 
about 44,000 American soldiers this 
very moment are in Iraq, and they 
have Vietnam-era vests that cannot 
protect them from bullets. Why is 
that? It is because this Pentagon, this 
administration did not make it a pri-
ority. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. The civilian leader-
ship. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. The civilian lead-
ership, not the military. It is the civil-
ian leadership, and we had months to 
prepare for this war. There were 
months during which we knew that war 
was likely to occur before the actual 
conflict started. 

General Myers has said recently, 
wait a minute, this is not a matter of 
money, this is a matter of production. 
We just cannot simply get these vests 
produced rapidly enough, and so our 
soldiers will not receive these until De-
cember, but he is saying that after 
they were exposed. If the public had 
not achieved knowledge that these sol-
diers were being unprotected, they 
would not be trying to get these vests 
made for the soldiers. It was only after 
they were exposed. 

In May, I received a letter from a 
young soldier saying that I and all of 
my men have the vests that will not 
stop bullets, and we have had stories of 
moms and dads taking money out of 
their own pockets and buying these 
protective equipment and sending 
them to Iraq and young soldiers lit-
erally duct taping them to their bodies 
because they do not have the proper 
vests to hold these ceramic inserts. 
That is quite shameful. 

I do not want anyone in this adminis-
tration lecturing me about my concern 
for our troops. I would spend the last 
dollar available to this government to 
protect our soldiers, but I will not sup-
port a policy that is flawed. 

I see we have been joined by the gen-
tleman from Washington State (Mr. 
INSLEE) as well. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Another member of 
the Iraq Watch. We are usually led by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HOEFFEL), but I am sure something has 
come up so we have a truncated version 
tonight, but I want to welcome the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. INS-
LEE). 

Before I yield to him, I want my col-
league to know that yesterday I met 
with families of a detachment of the 
Massachusetts National Guard who ex-
plained to me the concern that they 
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have for their husbands and their sons 
and daughters because of exactly what 
my colleague is saying. One mother 
went out and bought a Kevlar body 
armor piece for $900. I would think that 
anyone hearing us tonight is just sim-
ply incredulous that this is the case, 
and then had to pay, had to pay to have 
it shipped through the post office some 
$500, and my colleague is right. Do not 
ever tell anyone in this House that we 
do not support the troops. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Madam Speaker, 
if my friend would yield for a moment, 
we all support the troops. There is not 
a Member of this chamber that does 
not care about the young Americans, 
and some of them are middle-aged be-
cause they are reservists and National 
Guard. They are moms and dads and 
people who are serving us this very 
night, not only in Iraq but in Afghani-
stan and in other dangerous places 
around this world. We honor them. We 
love them for their service to this 
great country, but what we are talking 
about here is a policy that is flawed, 
and we are talking about the need to 
bring some common sense and sanity 
to the way we support our troops and 
the way we spend the American tax 
dollar. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. When they come 
home, to honor them and to respect 
them and provide them with adequate 
health care coverage, and they are not 
receiving it now. 

Let me suggest, those that speak of 
patriotism and indulge in rhetoric 
about America, they are not serving 
America, and they, in my opinion, are 
unpatriotic until they come before this 
House with the appropriate resources 
to fully fund veterans health care in 
America. 

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELAHUNT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, I ap-
preciate that segue and why I came to 
the floor tonight to talk about the sad 
fact that we, and I am from the State 
of Washington, are hearing story after 
story after story about how our troops 
are not getting the tools they need to 
do the job and how their families are 
not receiving the benefits they need to 
keep the home fires burning while par-
ticularly these reservists and Guard 
men and women are in these extended 
duties, and that is what I wanted to 
focus on. 

Every Member of Congress I think 
has heard from mothers and fathers of 
troops. I met with a group of reserv-
ists, wives and mothers and fathers and 
husbands last weekend, and the story I 
heard about was of a mother who is a 
nurse who had to go out and herself 
buy medicine for the troops that her 
son, who is a medic in the Army, the 
Army simply was not providing. She 
had to actually ship over medicine dis-
guised as brownies or food or some-
thing to her troops to get this kind of 
stuff to them. We heard story after 
story of that. 

In a grander scale, on a macro scale, 
as the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. DELAHUNT) indicated, we need to 
have a significant restructuring to pro-
vide the health care and benefits. We 
are going to have to improve or we are 
not going to have a reserve force. We 
are not going to have a meaningful Na-
tional Guard force because the families 
that I have been talking to are going to 
be making some different career deci-
sions if we do not start to cut the mus-
tard. 

Now, as a result of that, I offered an 
amendment today in the Committee on 
Rules to significantly improve the 
health care situation for reservists so 
that they could buy into TRICARE or 
Uncle Sam would essentially continue 
their employer-paid programs for at 
least 6 months after their deployment. 
This would be a significant benefit to 
families in the reserve because they 
will say at least we are going to be able 
to continue our existing level of cov-
erage for the whole family during these 
extended family deployments. It is not 
just a year anymore. It is 18 months for 
a lot of these folks because they 
changed the rules on what is an in-
country deployment. 

This is a Democrat offering this 
amendment. We are going to hear a lot 
of people suggesting we are not sup-
porting the troops because we are rais-
ing issues about this policy, but this 
amendment was not allowed for a vote 
on the floor here. I offered an amend-
ment that would allow us to vote on 
this floor to give reservists better 
health care, and the Republican major-
ity would not allow even a vote on this 
effort to improve reservists’ health 
care, and I think that is a failure not 
only for the families which have a big 
dog in this hunt but in our military se-
curity force structure. We are going to 
have to do these kinds of things or we 
are just going to have people leaving 
the reserves and the National Guard in 
significant numbers. 

The second issue, I will be joining the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) 
who will be offering an amendment to 
take a little bit of money out of the 
Iraq reconstruction fund and put it 
where it belongs, which is a pay in-
crease for these folks fighting this bat-
tle, and this is appropriate given the 
extraordinary nature of this extended 
deployment, and it should have been 
done in the first instance. I hope the 
majority party will join us in improv-
ing the lot of our soldiers on the line. 

The third issue, and I just want to 
mention this briefly before I yield, 
there is a huge irresponsibility in this 
plan that the President has presented. 
The irresponsibility is while these sol-
diers are risking all in Iraq, who are 
sacrificing their time, their limbs, 
their lives, the President of the United 
States has not asked folks to sacrifice 
a little bit to pay for this war and in-
stead wants people on Social Security, 
essentially in the trust fund, to pay be-
cause every single last dollar of this 
money he is taking out of the Social 

Security trust fund to pay for this war, 
instead of asking for a small sacrifice 
to perhaps delay or defer the tax cuts 
for people earning over $300,000.

b 2340 
Now, is that too much sacrifice to 

ask, people earning $300,000, when our 
kids and our husbands and our wives 
are serving in Iraq? 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Madam Speaker, 
if my friend would yield, the President 
talks about the fact that we are not 
going to cut and run, that we are going 
to stand strong and that we are going 
to sacrifice to pursue this war on ter-
ror. The only people sacrificing, with 
due respect to the President, the only 
people sacrificing are the soldiers in 
Iraq and the loved ones back here at 
home, and the children in our country 
who are being given the bill to pay for 
all of this. Those are the people who 
are sacrificing. 

The President is not sacrificing. I am 
not sacrificing. No Member of this 
House of Representatives is sacrificing. 
No Senator is sacrificing. We are con-
tinuing to draw our salaries and enjoy-
ing whatever benefits are coming to us. 
We are not sacrificing, but we are using 
Social Security trust fund monies. We 
are increasing the debt. And that debt 
has to be paid sometime in the future, 
and the children in this country are 
being given this huge burden. 

Now, the President says he wants to 
build schools in Iraq. I care about chil-
dren everywhere, but if we are going to 
build schools in Iraq, let us pay for 
those schools now. He wants to build 
schools in Iraq, and he wants to give 
the bill to America’s kids. 

He wants to build hospitals in Iraq, 
and he wants America’s children to pay 
for it sometime in the future. They 
want to build two big prisons in Iraq, 
two 4,000-bed prisons. They are asking 
for $410 million to build these two pris-
ons, and we could build those two pris-
ons in this country for an estimated 
$113 million. 

So with all due respect to the Presi-
dent, when he talks about our willing-
ness to sacrifice, he is not asking any-
one to sacrifice except the kids, the old 
people who depend upon Social Secu-
rity, and the soldiers and their fami-
lies. He is not asking Members of Con-
gress to sacrifice. He is not asking his 
rich wealthy friends to sacrifice. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. And, Madam Speak-
er, he is certainly not asking the lob-
byists on K Street to sacrifice. He is 
certainly not asking a select group of 
businesses in this country to sacrifice. 

I found it particularly interesting 
that back on September 30, in an arti-
cle in The Washington Post, it was an-
nounced that a group of businessmen, 
linked by their close ties to President 
Bush, his family and his administra-
tion, had set up a consulting firm to 
advise companies that want to do busi-
ness in Iraq, including those seeking 
pieces of taxpayer-financed reconstruc-
tion projects. 

I am sure my colleagues are aware, 
but I guess this firm is headed by Joe 
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Albaugh, who happened to be Mr. 
Bush’s campaign manager back in the 
year 2000 and served as the head of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy until last March. So one can only 
imagine that the $87 billion is not 
going to create jobs for Americans. 

And I think our friend, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER), made a very good point. It is 
not even going to create jobs for Iraqis. 
It is going to create jobs that will ben-
efit a very select few in our country. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Madam Speaker, 
if my friend will yield once again, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER), who is a Republican and a 
strong supporter of the President usu-
ally, is going to offer an amendment 
tomorrow to have at least a large por-
tion of this $87 billion given in loans 
instead of grants. Now, the President 
says, oh, we cannot do that because we 
cannot put this great debt burden on 
the Iraqi people. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. But we can put it 
on the American people. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. But the President 
is putting it on America’s children. I 
mean it is a puzzle to me. This is 
strange thinking, that we are willing 
to pile debt upon America’s kids and 
we are not willing to expect Iraq, with 
these huge oil reserves, to bear some of 
the burden. 

And, remember, Deputy Secretary of 
Defense Wolfowitz told the Senate in 
March of this year that Iraq was such 
a wealthy country that they would be 
able to finance, in most part, their en-
tire reconstruction. He said that in 
March. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. What has happened 
since March? Maybe one of my col-
leagues can inform us. 

Mr. INSLEE. Well, Madam Speaker, 
what has happened is that many 
misstatements have been laid bare to 
the American people, and that is why 
the American people are demanding 
Congress ask the questions we are con-
stitutionally obligated to ask about 
this program. And we will not be dis-
suaded by those who will simply try to 
demagogue this issue by saying that we 
are not supporting the troops. We are 
the ones who want to improve the 
troops’ pay grades; we are the ones who 
want to make sure that, in fact, this 
gets paid. 

I want to make one point also. This 
debate tomorrow is not going to be 
about whether or not we continue to 
fulfill a responsibility in Iraq, because 
there is bipartisan consensus that we 
have some responsibility in Iraq; and 
anybody who says otherwise, well, that 
is just a red herring. But what we are 
saying is, let us not repeat the errors 
that a Democratic President made in 
the 1960s of deciding to try to fight a 
war on the cheap and saying we can 
have both guns and butter and create 
these enormous deficits. 

Now, it is the same as what happened 
in the 1960s here. This is going to cre-
ate enormous deficits. There is a little 
difference, though. At least in the 1960s 

it was our butter. Now it is going to be 
the Iraqis’ butter that Americans are 
going into debt to pay. Now, maybe 
some of that has to happen by the vi-
cissitudes of fate we find ourselves in, 
but we should not repeat the mistake 
of the 1960s that ended up with a hor-
rendous deficit going through the roof 
in the 1970s. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Madam speaker, 
if my colleague will yield, someone 
said that this is not a debate about 
guns and butter; it is a debate between 
our butter and their butter. And there 
is some truth to that. But on a very se-
rious note, I said something in the 
Chamber earlier this evening, and I 
want to repeat it. 

I deeply resent, I deeply resent those 
who would use our troops as leverage, 
those who would use our troops as hos-
tages in order to extract from this Con-
gress an agreement to spend $87 billion 
in Iraq. All of us support our troops, 
but this President and this leadership 
will not allow us to have separate votes 
on the money to support our troops and 
the money to build Iraq and money 
that could and probably will be used in 
a non-bid contracting-kind of environ-
ment. 

But it really offends me to imply 
that because we do not want to just 
give the President $87 billion to spend 
basically as he wants to spend it, that 
somehow we are not being supportive 
of our troops. I find that a painful 
thing to have to cope with. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. And, Madam Speak-
er, I think that is very important to 
understand. And for those that may be 
listening to us at this late hour, the 
vote tomorrow, or maybe early on Fri-
day morning, will be on the entire 
package. Many of us have pressed the 
administration and the Republican 
leadership to allow separate votes. But 
as the gentleman from Ohio indicates, 
they refuse to do it because they know 
that, yes, the body would support the 
needs of American troops; and, there-
fore, they feel that the other monies, 
the monies that are going to be going 
to large multinational corporations to 
rebuild Iraq would be very much at 
risk.

b 2350 

That is a ploy, a stratagem that I 
daresay is again unconscionable. And 
for anybody to suggest that a vote 
against the $87 billion is a vote against 
supporting the troops is misleading the 
American people. We have had enough 
of misleading the American people. Let 
us really tell it as it is. 

Mr. INSLEE. The way it is is that 
those of us who are raising questions 
about this proposal, I will not call it a 
plan because it does not rise to the dig-
nity of a plan. It is not a Marshall 
Plan. It is not even a partial plan. We 
do not have a schedule, we do not have 
a schematic, we do not have a plan. It 
is the beginning of a proposal of an 
idea maybe, but that is why we are 
here asking these questions. But what 
those of us who are asking these ques-

tions, the one thing we do know is this. 
The amount the administration has 
proposed for military expenditures is 
actually inadequate for the job at 
hand. We are the ones who are saying 
that what has been proposed is not 
enough to fulfill this responsibility. It 
is not enough because it does not take 
care of the health care of Reservists, it 
is not enough because it does not take 
care of the health care of National 
Guards, it does not provide some of the 
basics to the service personnel. It is 
billions of dollars short on what it is 
going to take to rebuild the tracked ve-
hicles that get essentially destroyed in 
the sands of the Mideast. There are bil-
lions of dollars we are going to have to 
spend that are not in that figure that 
should be ultimately. There is not a 
method of paying for the interest on 
the debt they want to rack up to do 
this. 

In a whole host of ways, we are the 
ones who are saying we actually need 
to beef up the amount needed for the 
military expenditure in this mission. 
So we will not hear or suffer those who 
would attack our willingness to invest 
in the military part of this operation. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Let us remind our 
colleagues tomorrow during the course 
of the debate and the American people 
here tonight that there exists in Iraq a 
so-called governing council that Mr. 
Bremer himself in consultation with 
the White House and the leadership in 
the administration selected. There are 
25 of them. They were handpicked by 
Mr. Bremer. These individuals came to 
Washington 3 or 4 weeks ago to say, 
cede us more authority or things are 
unraveling and, furthermore, you are 
spending money that you should not be 
spending. You are wasting American 
taxpayers’ dollars. 

Let me just give you one example. 
There was a cement factory somewhere 
in Iraq. The American estimates for re-
building that cement factory and 
bringing it up to Western standards 
was $15 million. And somebody in the 
military, not in the civilian leadership 
of the Department of Defense, but in 
the military said, I am going to make 
a decision and let the Iraqis build it. It 
is now up and running. The cost went 
from $15 million down to $80,000. 
$80,000. And they want a blank check. 
No, no, no, Madam Speaker, no blank 
checks anymore. No. 

Mr. INSLEE. If the gentleman will 
yield, I would like to just address how 
large this blank check is. I mean, it is 
a large figure. It sounds big. But in ref-
erence, it is, for instance, compared to 
the Marshall Plan, it is 10 times per 
capita benefit going to the Iraqi folks 
than went to the German folks. Ten 
times per capita. This is an enormous 
sum of money. Speaking as one who 
has supported foreign aid, even though 
it is sometimes controversial, there are 
many circumstances where we ought to 
support foreign aid. But this is 50 times 
larger per capita foreign aid to the 
country of Iraq than the next largest 
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developing nation. Fifty times per cap-
ita. This is an extraordinary amount of 
money for one country.

Frankly, this is not the only country 
that presents us problems. Yemen is a 
potential terrorist site. The Sudan is a 
potential terrorist site. Somalia is a 
potential terrorist site. Afghanistan, 
we are doing lip service to and frankly 
it is too little in my opinion for Af-
ghanistan given what is going on there 
with the Taliban perhaps restruc-
turing. Indonesia, throughout that part 
of the world. We have lots of places 
where we need to keep stable govern-
ments. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. If the gentleman 
will yield, we are talking about the $87 
billion that is currently under consid-
eration. We ought not to forget, we 
have already appropriated for Iraq 
about $65 billion. And, mark my word, 
this administration is going to come 
back here next year and they are going 
to ask for another $50 billion or more. 
This $87 billion is just part of what 
they are asking for. And every dollar of 
that $87 billion is going to come out of 
Social Security and Medicare trust 
fund moneys. It is going to be added to 
our debt. Our children are going to be 
responsible for paying it off. And in the 
meantime we are nickel and diming 
our veterans as we said earlier. All 
they need is $1.8 billion to increase 
their health care budget to bring it up 
to where we can take care of the vet-
erans in a reasonable, defensible man-
ner. They are not willing to spend an 
additional $1.8 billion on our veterans. 
Think about that. Hear that, people. 
They are not willing to spend 1.8 bil-
lion additional dollars on our veterans, 
and they are asking for $87 billion for 
Iraq. It in my judgment it is shameful. 
Shameful. And this is one of the things 
we ought to be talking about tomorrow 
when this bill comes to the floor for 
our consideration. 

Mr. INSLEE. The gentleman just pro-
voked a thought. You think about who 
is really paying for this in financial 
terms. The soldiers are paying for it 
with their lives. But in financial terms, 
it is our young who are going to be sad-
dled with this debt, billions of dollars 
of debt, and it is our older folks, in-
cluding veterans, who are not going to 
get their health care because this 
President wanted to send this money 
to Iraq and did not pay for it. So we are 
hurting the two most sort of vulner-
able groups in our neighborhoods, in 
our communities, because this plan is 
not a responsible plan that fulfills our 
mission in Iraq and our responsibilities 
to our future kids and our current el-
ders. For that reason, we ought to be 
asking serious questions. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Could I just say 
in closing before I turn it over to our 
good leader here this evening, I am not 
sacrificing for this war. The President 
has not asked Ted Strickland to sac-
rifice a thing. I am getting my full sal-
ary, my full benefits. No one in this 
Chamber is sacrificing. And you know 
the President is not sacrificing. Who is 

sacrificing? His wealthy contributors 
are not sacrificing. Halliburton is not 
sacrificing. The Vice President is not 
sacrificing. You know who is sacri-
ficing? Our soldiers are sacrificing. 
Their loved ones back here who worry 
that they do not have protective armor 
so that when they are out on patrol 
they are not as protected as possible. 
They are sacrificing. And the children 
of this country who are being given a 
huge debt to pay off at some time in 
the future, they are the ones that are 
sacrificing. I do not want to hear the 
President talking about us being will-
ing to sacrifice. The sacrifice ought to 
be shared sacrifice. We all should be 
sacrificing, including the wealthy 
among us. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Like we did in 
World War II and in subsequent wars 
that this country has had to fight. 
Speaking of wars, much has been 
talked about the war on terrorism ear-
lier during the course of the debate but 
I think it is important to remember 
and remind the American people that 
after Vice President CHENEY made the 
statement on national TV that there 
possibly were some links between Sad-
dam Hussein and September 11, the 
President finally came forward and 
stated unequivocally that there was no 
evidence whatsoever in supporting that 
link. I would also urge Democrats to 
seriously consider supporting the Rohr-
abacher amendment, a good, conserv-
ative Republican from the State of 
California, because he is right. It ought 
to be a loan, not a giveaway. Because 
America and America’s future is riding 
on this. Because once we establish that 
as a precedent, and the gentleman from 
Ohio is right, they will be coming back 
looking for more and more and more 
money right out of the pockets of the 
American taxpayer.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio (at the request of 
Ms. PELOSI) for today and the balance 
of the week on account of a death in 
the family. 

Mr. MARSHALL (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of illness. 

Mr. MCHUGH (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today on account of trav-
eling on a congressional fact-finding 
trip to Iraq. 

Mr. SAXTON (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today on account of trav-
eling on a congressional fact-finding 
trip to Iraq. 

Mr. HAYWORTH (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today on account of attend-
ing to family business.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. STRICKLAND) to revise and 

extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. HINCHEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 

5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HINOJOSA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HOLT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KUCINICH, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. ROHRABACHER) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 
today, October 16 and 17. 

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Florida, 
for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. FEENEY, for 5 minutes, today and 
October 16. 

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, for 5 min-
utes, today and October 16. 

Mr. GINGREY, for 5 minutes, today.
f 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on October 14, 2003 he pre-
sented to the President of the United 
States, for his approval, the following 
bill.

H.R. 2152. To amend the Immigration and 
Nationality Act to extend for an additional 5 
years the special immigrant religious worker 
program.

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Madam Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at midnight), the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Thursday, Oc-
tober 16, 2003, at 10 a.m.

f 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED 
RULEMAKING 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE, 

Washington, DC, October 15, 2003. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: A Notice of Proposed 

Rulemaking (NPR) for proposed amendments 
to the Procedural Rules of the Office of Com-
pliance was published in The Congressional 
Record dated September 4, 2003. The period 
for submission of comments announced in 
that NPR ended on October 6, 2003. 
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