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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE’S OB-
FUSCATION OF ISSUES SUR-
ROUNDING GULF WAR ILL-
NESSES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WAMP). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. METCALF) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, the 
GAO recently presented me with re-
sults of a year-long investigation re-
garding reports that the presence of 
antibodies for squalene had been dis-
covered in the blood samples of 6 Gulf 
War veterans. I am deeply troubled 
over the Department of Defense reply 
to the GAO recommendation. The GAO 
simply stated that since scientifically- 
credible research produced these find-
ings, it would behoove the Department 
of Defense to conduct their own test to 
replicate or to dispute the results. We 
owe this to our veterans. 

The DOD response to the report has 
been unconscionable. In the depart-
ment’s official letter of comment Dr. 
Sue Bailey accused the GAO of being, 
and I quote, scientifically and fiscally 
irresponsible. That is a reprehensible 
statement, and I can not allow that ac-
cusation to go unchallenged. 

The recommendation reflects the sci-
entific community’s conclusion that 
the squalene antibody research is based 
on well-established principles. The lead 
researcher at Tulane University is 
widely respected. Tulane and the re-
searchers have offered their assistance 
to DOD. Considering this, the Depart-
ment of Defense cannot accuse the 
GAO of scientific irresponsibility. 

What is irresponsible is for the DOD 
to conclude that it can afford to wait 
for the lengthy publication process be-
fore conducting its own inquiry. Over 
100,000 Gulf War era veterans are now 
afflicted with a tragic assortment of 
health problems. We have a moral obli-
gation to aggressively pursue any le-
gitimate research that may provide 
hope and answers. 

Further, the DOD challenged the 
GAO’s recommendation on fiscal 
grounds. I find this stunning. Over $100 
million have been spent researching 
Gulf War illnesses with little to show 
for the effort. DOD officials admitted 
to the GAO that they could develop 
such an assay at minimum cost and 
test it on a sample of sick veterans. 
This first step could be funded for as 
little as $10,000. 

GAO’s investigation was hindered re-
peatedly by DOD’s refusal to provide 
forthright and truthful answers to in-
vestigators. They misled the GAO re-
garding when they began the research 
of the experimental squalene adjuvant, 
how many studies they did and how 
many personnel were involved. While 
assuring the GAO that investigational 
vaccine were not used, DOD officials 

were not able to provide documenta-
tion on the process and results of the 
decision-making related to the admin-
istration of vaccines during the Gulf 
War. 

These actions mirror the continual 
difficulty that has been encountered in 
trying to get the truth regarding risk 
factors during the Gulf War. There has 
been a pattern, a consistent pattern, of 
denials. For example, DOD initially re-
fused to even acknowledge that many 
vets were having serious health prob-
lems. 

With this kind of track record and a 
tragic past history of experimental 
medical research, the DOD cannot ex-
pect us to simply accept their denials 
and refusals. Our ability to recruit and 
retain has been compromised by the de-
partment’s obfuscation on many issues 
surrounding the Gulf War illnesses. 
They must act immediately and with 
integrity to resolve whether or not 
squalene antibodies may be contrib-
uting to the illnesses of Gulf War era 
veterans. It would go a long way in 
helping the DOD to restore its seri-
ously damaged credibility and restor-
ing the trust of our men and women in 
uniform. 
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MORAL AND CONSTITUTIONAL 
WARS MUST BE FOUGHT IN SELF 
DEFENSE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, we have 
heard from several Members already 
about being unhappy with the legisla-
tive process today. The votes did not 
go exactly the way I wanted, but I am 
not all that unhappy with what hap-
pened because there was a serious ef-
fort for this House to restore some of 
the responsibility that they have al-
lowed to gravitate to the administra-
tion and to our Presidents over the 
many years. 

Today’s legislative process was cha-
otic, but I think it was chaotic for a 
precise reason. We are trying to rectify 
something that has been going on for 
more than 50 years, and it is not just 
this President. It is every President 
that we have had since World War II. 
We have in the Congress permitted our 
Presidents too much leeway in waging 
war. 

This was an effort today to restore 
that responsibility to the House. It was 
done sloppily, but considering the al-
ternative of doing nothing, this was 
much better. 

So I am very pleased with what hap-
pened today. I am disappointed that 
there was such strong feelings about 
the outcome. But I suspect they were 
not unhappy with the process as much 
as they were unhappy with not winning 
the votes. 

But nevertheless the votes were very 
important today. One of the most sig-

nificant, if not the most significant: we 
on this House floor today voted up and 
down on a war resolution. This is not 
done very often and under the cir-
cumstances that exist today, probably 
the first time. 

But that was an easy vote. The House 
overwhelmingly voted not to go to war. 
This makes a lot of sense. This is a 
very good vote. Why should we go to 
war against a country that has not ag-
gressed against us? 

So this was normal and natural and a 
very good vote. The problem comes 
with the other votes because they do 
not follow a consistent pattern. 

I think there are too many Members 
in this House who have enjoyed the 
fact that they have delivered the re-
sponsibility to the President. They do 
not want war, but they want war. They 
do not want a legal war, they want an 
illegal war. They do not want a war to 
win, they want a war that is a half of 
a war. They want the President to do 
the dirty work, but they do not want 
the Congress to stand up and decide 
one way or the other. 

Today we saw evidence that the Con-
gress was willing to stand up to some 
degree and vote on this and take some 
responsibility. For this reason I am 
pleased with what happened. So voting 
against the war that has no significant 
national security interest makes a lot 
of sense to me. 

Another vote, the vote to withhold 
ground troops unless Congress author-
izes the funding for this; this is not 
micromanaging anything. This is just 
the Congress standing up and accepting 
their responsibilities. So this in many 
ways was very good. This means that 
the people in this country, as they send 
their messages to the Members of Con-
gress, are saying that this war does not 
make a whole lot of sense. If the people 
of this country were frightened, if they 
felt like they were being attacked, if 
they felt like their liberties were 
threatened, believe me the vote would 
have been a lot different. 

But I am very pleased that this 
House stood up and said: 

Mr. President, you have overstepped 
your bounds already. Slow up. Do not 
get this notion that you should send in 
ground troops. It makes no sense to 
this House. 

Now the interesting thing is that was 
a resolution, it was a House Resolu-
tion, that probably really does not 
have much effect other than a public 
relation effect because it would have to 
be passed by the Senate, it would be ve-
toed by the President, we would have 
to override his veto. So, in the prac-
tical legislative sense it does not mean 
a whole lot, but it means something in 
the fact that we brought it to the floor 
and we were required to vote on it. 

Another resolution that was defeated 
unfortunately, and it was defeated by a 
two-to-one margin; this would have 
said that the President would have to 
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