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and his party responded to these de-
feats by tightening their grip on power. 
In 2000, international headlines warned 
of ‘‘Zimbabwe’s unprecedented eco-
nomic and social crisis’’ with unem-
ployment at 50 percent and almost 60 
percent inflation, and the 2000 elections 
were marred by the harassment of op-
position candidates and supporters in 
which at least 25 were killed. 

These numbers pale in comparison 
with the devastating economic and po-
litical situations in Zimbabwe today. 
According to official figures, annual in-
flation now tops 100,000 percent with 80 
percent employment despite the fact 
that at least one quarter of the popu-
lation has fled the country. Meanwhile, 
the harassment and intimidation of the 
independent media, opposition politi-
cians, civil society leaders, and human 
rights advocates has become more 
widespread and systematic. 

Exactly 1 year ago today, when oppo-
sition party activists and members of 
civil society attempted to hold a peace-
ful prayer meeting in response to 
President Mugabe’s announcement 
that he would seek reelection, they 
were brutally assaulted by ZANU-PF 
police officers, security forces, and 
youth militia. More than 50 were ar-
rested, at least 1 killed, and many 
badly beaten. 

On this somber anniversary, I appeal 
to political leaders here in the United 
States, in Africa, and around the world 
to send a strong signal to President 
Mugabe and his supporters that we 
want to see Zimbabwe recover from its 
current crisis and we will be watching 
as the unprecedented simultaneous 
presidential and legislative general 
elections are held on March 29. The vio-
lent repression, and even coercive har-
assment, we saw in March 2007 is unac-
ceptable and will have negative con-
sequences both internally and exter-
nally. 

For years, I have been frustrated and 
saddened by the hastening decline of 
this country. The courageous, patriotic 
citizens of Zimbabwe who resist the 
state’s repression, even at enormous 
personal cost, must know that the 
world supports them, and the country’s 
corrupt and tyrannical rulers must be 
told that their time is up. 

Although it will not happen this 
month, I hope that someday soon the 
people of Zimbabwe will be given a 
chance to freely express their will in a 
genuine democratic process that is free 
from manipulation, intimidation, and 
coercion. 

f 

THE TRUE COSTS OF THE IRAQ 
WAR 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the 
economists Linda Bilmes and Joseph 
Stiglitz recently produced an illu-
minating analysis of the real costs of 
the war in Iraq, which was published 
last Sunday in The Washington Post. 

As the war grinds on toward its fifth 
year, and as the war continues to warp 
our Nation’s priorities at home and 
abroad, this is an analysis that every 
American deserves to see. I also com-
mend it to the attention of the Mem-
bers of the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent it be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 9, 2008] 
THE IRAQ WAR WILL COST US $3 TRILLION, 

AND MUCH MORE 
(By Linda J. Bilmes and Joseph E. Stiglitz) 
There is no such thing as a free lunch, and 

there is no such thing as a free war. The Iraq 
adventure has seriously weakened the U.S. 
economy, whose woes now go far beyond 
loose mortgage lending. You can’t spend $3 
trillion—yes, $3 trillion—on a failed war 
abroad and not feel the pain at home. 

Some people will scoff at that number, but 
we’ve done the math. Senior Bush adminis-
tration aides certainly pooh-poohed worri-
some estimates in the run-up to the war. 
Former White House economic adviser Law-
rence Lindsey reckoned that the conflict 
would cost $100 billion to $200 billion; De-
fense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld later 
called his estimate ‘‘baloney.’’ Administra-
tion officials insisted that the costs would be 
more like $50 billion to $60 billion. In April 
2003, Andrew S. Natsios, the thoughtful head 
of the U.S. Agency for International Devel-
opment, said on ‘‘Nightline’’ that recon-
structing Iraq would cost the American tax-
payer just $1.7 billion. Ted Koppel, in dis-
belief, pressed Natsios on the question, but 
Natsios stuck to his guns. Others in the ad-
ministration, such as Deputy Defense Sec-
retary Paul D. Wolfowitz, hoped that U.S. 
partners would chip in, as they had in the 
1991 Persian Gulf War, or that Iraq’s oil 
would pay for the damages. 

The end result of all this wishful thinking? 
As we approach the fifth anniversary of the 
invasion, Iraq is not only the second longest 
war in U.S. history (after Vietnam), it is also 
the second most costly—surpassed only by 
World War II. 

Why doesn’t the public understand the 
staggering scale of our expenditures? In part 
because the administration talks only about 
the upfront costs, which are mostly handled 
by emergency appropriations. (Iraq funding 
is apparently still an emergency five years 
after the war began.) These costs, by our cal-
culations, are now running at $12 billion a 
month—$16 billion if you include Afghani-
stan. By the time you add in the costs hidden 
in the defense budget, the money we’ll have 
to spend to help future veterans, and money 
to refurbish a military whose equipment and 
materiel have been greatly depleted, the 
total tab to the federal government will al-
most surely exceed $1.5 trillion. 

But the costs to our society and economy 
are far greater. When a young soldier is 
killed in Iraq or Afghanistan, his or her fam-
ily will receive a U.S. government check for 
just $500,000 (combining life insurance with a 
‘‘death gratuity’’)—far less than the typical 
amount paid by insurance companies for the 
death of a young person in a car accident. 
The stark ‘‘budgetary cost’’ of $500,000 is 
clearly only a fraction of the total cost soci-
ety pays for the loss of life—and no one can 
ever really compensate the families. More-
over, disability pay seldom provides ade-
quate compensation for wounded troops or 

their families. Indeed, in one out of five 
cases of seriously injured soldiers, someone 
in their family has to give up a job to take 
care of them. 

But beyond this is the cost to the already 
sputtering U.S. economy. All told, the bill 
for the Iraq war is likely to top $3 trillion. 
And that’s a conservative estimate. 

President Bush tried to sell the American 
people on the idea that we could have a war 
with little or no economic sacrifice. Even 
after the United States went to war, Bush 
and Congress cut taxes, especially on the 
rich—even though the United States already 
had a massive deficit. So the war had to be 
funded by more borrowing. By the end of the 
Bush administration, the cost of the wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, plus the cumulative 
interest on the increased borrowing used to 
fund them, will have added about $1 trillion 
to the national debt. 

The long-term burden of paying for the 
conflicts will curtail the country’s ability to 
tackle other urgent problems, no matter who 
wins the presidency in November. Our vast 
and growing indebtedness inevitably makes 
it harder to afford new health-care plans, 
make large-scale repairs to crumbling roads 
and bridges, or build better-equipped schools. 
Already, the escalating cost of the wars has 
crowded out spending on virtually all other 
discretionary federal programs, including 
the National Institutes of Health, the Food 
and Drug Administration, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, and federal aid to 
states and cities, all of which have been 
scaled back significantly since the invasion 
of Iraq. 

To make matters worse, the U.S. economy 
is facing a recession. But our ability to im-
plement a truly effective economic-stimulus 
package is crimped by expenditures of close 
to $200 billion on the two wars this year 
alone and by a skyrocketing national debt. 

The United States is a rich and strong 
country, but even rich and strong countries 
squander trillions of dollars at their peril. 
Think what a difference $3 trillion could 
make for so many of the United States’—or 
the world’s—problems. We could have had a 
Marshall Plan to help desperately poor coun-
tries, winning the hearts and maybe the 
minds of Muslim nations now gripped by 
anti-Americanism. In a world with millions 
of illiterate children, we could have achieved 
literacy for all—for less than the price of a 
month’s combat in Iraq. We worry about Chi-
na’s growing influence in Africa, but the up-
front cost of a month of fighting in Iraq 
would pay for more than doubling our annual 
current aid spending on Africa. 

Closer to home, we could have funded 
countless schools to give children locked in 
the underclass a shot at decent lives. Or we 
could have tackled the massive problem of 
Social Security, which Bush began his sec-
ond term hoping to address; for far, far less 
than the cost of the war, we could have en-
sured the solvency of Social Security for the 
next half a century or more. 

Economists used to think that wars were 
good for the economy, a notion born out of 
memories of how the massive spending of 
World War II helped bring the United States 
and the world out of the Great Depression. 
But we now know far better ways to stimu-
late an economy—ways that quickly improve 
citizens’ well-being and lay the foundations 
for future growth. But money spent paying 
Nepalese workers in Iraq (or even Iraqi ones) 
doesn’t stimulate the U.S. economy the way 
that money spent at home would—and it cer-
tainly doesn’t provide the basis for long- 
term growth the way investments in re-
search, education or infrastructure would. 
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Another worry: This war has been particu-

larly hard on the economy because it led to 
a spike in oil prices. Before the 2003 invasion, 
oil cost less than $25 a barrel, and futures 
markets expected it to remain around there. 
(Yes, China and India were growing by leaps 
and bounds, but cheap supplies from the Mid-
dle East were expected to meet their de-
mands.) The war changed that equation, and 
oil prices recently topped $100 per barrel. 

While Washington has been spending well 
beyond its means, others have been saving— 
including the oil-rich countries that, like 
the oil companies, have been among the few 
winners of this war. No wonder, then, that 
China, Singapore and many Persian Gulf 
emirates have become lenders of last resort 
for troubled Wall Street banks, plowing in 
billions of dollars to shore up Citigroup, Mer-
rill Lynch and other firms that burned their 
fingers on subprime mortgages. How long 
will it be before the huge sovereign wealth 
funds controlled by these countries begin 
buying up large shares of other U.S. assets? 

The Bush team, then, is not merely hand-
ing over the war to the next administration; 
it is also bequeathing deep economic prob-
lems that have been seriously exacerbated by 
reckless war financing. We face an economic 
downturn that’s likely to be the worst in 
more than a quarter-century. 

Until recently, many marveled at the way 
the United States could spend hundreds of 
billions of dollars on oil and blow through 
hundreds of billions more in Iraq with what 
seemed to be strikingly little short-run im-
pact on the economy. But there’s no great 
mystery here. The economy’s weaknesses 
were concealed by the Federal Reserve, 
which pumped in liquidity, and by regulators 
that looked away as loans were handed out 
well beyond borrowers’ ability to repay 
them. Meanwhile, banks and credit-rating 
agencies pretended that financial alchemy 
could convert bad mortgages into AAA as-
sets, and the Fed looked the other way as the 
U.S. household-savings rate plummeted to 
zero. 

It’s a bleak picture. The total loss from 
this economic downturn—measured by the 
disparity between the economy’s actual out-
put and its potential output—is likely to be 
the greatest since the Great Depression. 
That total, itself well in excess of $1 trillion, 
is not included in our estimated $3 trillion 
cost of the war. 

Others will have to work out the geo-
politics, but the economics here are clear. 
Ending the war, or at least moving rapidly 
to wind it down, would yield major economic 
dividends. 

As we head toward November, opinion polls 
say that voters’ main worry is now the econ-
omy, not the war. But there’s no way to dis-
entangle the two. The United States will be 
paying the price of Iraq for decades to come. 
The price tag will be all the greater because 
we tried to ignore the laws of economics— 
and the cost will grow the longer we remain. 

f 

DEATHS OF WOMEN IN 
GUATEMALA 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak about the tragic deaths 
of women and girls in Guatemala and 
to note the passage of a resolution I in-
troduced that is aimed at enhancing ef-
forts by the Governments of Guate-
mala and the United States to address 
this serious issue. The resolution, S. 
Res. 178, which passed the Senate last 
night, is cosponsored by Senators 

Boxer, Casey, Dodd, Durbin, Feingold, 
Feinstein, Lautenberg, Leahy, Lincoln, 
Menendez, Sanders, Smith, and Snowe. 

Mr. President, since 2001 more than 
2,000 women and girls have been mur-
dered in Guatemala. Although the 
overall murder rate in the country is 
extremely troubling, the murder rate 
with regard to women has increased at 
an alarming rate it almost doubled 
from 2001 to 2006. While these killings 
may be due to a variety of factors, 
what clearly unifies these cases is the 
fact that very few of the perpetrators 
have been brought to justice. It is my 
understanding that, as of 2006, there 
were only 20 convictions for these 
killings. 

The general lack of respect for the 
rule of law, inadequate legal protec-
tions for women, ongoing violence in 
the country, corruption, insufficient 
resources, substandard investigations, 
and the lack of independent and effec-
tive judicial and prosecutorial systems, 
all contribute to the inability of the 
Government of Guatemala to hold 
those responsible for these killings ac-
countable for their crimes. The result 
is a sense of impunity for crimes 
against women in the country. 

The Government of Guatemala has 
taken some steps to address these 
killings. Guatemala has created special 
police and prosecutorial units to inves-
tigate these murders and repealed the 
so-called ‘‘Rape Law’’ which had ab-
solved perpetrators of criminal respon-
sibility for rape upon the perpetrator’s 
marriage with the victim. The Govern-
ment also entered into an agreement 
with the United Nations to establish 
the International Commission Against 
Impunity in Guatemala, CICIG, which 
has a mandate to investigate and pros-
ecute illegal security groups operating 
with impunity. And Guatemala estab-
lished the National Institute for Foren-
sic Sciences to improve investigatory 
and evidence gathering efforts. 

The resolution the Senate passed last 
night is aimed at raising awareness of 
this issue and encouraging the Govern-
ments of Guatemala and the United 
States to work together to stop these 
killings. Among other things, the reso-
lution: Condemns these murders and 
expresses the sympathy of the Senate 
to the families of women and girls mur-
dered in Guatemala; encourages the 
Government of Guatemala to act with 
due diligence in investigating and pros-
ecuting those responsible for these 
crimes; urges the Government of Gua-
temala to strengthen domestic vio-
lence laws and to provide adequate 
resources necessary to improve the in-
tegrity of the prosecutorial and judi-
cial systems; urges the President and 
the Secretary of State to incorporate 
this issue into the bilateral agenda be-
tween the Governments of Guatemala 
and the United States; and encourages 
the Secretary of State to provide as-
sistance in training and equipping spe-

cial police units to investigate these 
crimes, implementing judicial reforms 
and rule of law programs, establishing 
a missing persons system, creating an 
effective witness protection program, 
and supporting efforts to enhance fo-
rensic capabilities. 

Mr. President, I believe it is very im-
portant to give this issue the attention 
it deserves. Last year, the House of 
Representatives passed a similar meas-
ure, which was introduced by Congress-
woman SOLIS. With passage of this res-
olution, I am very pleased that the 
Senate has spoken regarding the need 
to stop these senseless killings. 

f 

JOINT RESOLUTION DIS-
APPROVING THE FCC MEDIA 
OWNERSHIP RULE 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, on 

March 5, 2008, I introduced a joint reso-
lution of disapproval stating that the 
December 18, 2007, vote by the Federal 
Communications Commission to loosen 
the ban on cross-ownership of news-
papers and broadcast stations shall 
have no force or effect. I am joined by 
Senators SNOWE, KERRY, COLLINS, 
DODD, STEVENS, OBAMA, HARKIN, CLIN-
TON, CANTWELL, BIDEN, REED, FEIN-
STEIN, SANDERS, TESTER, LEAHY, FEIN-
GOLD, and BOXER. We seek with this 
resolution of disapproval to reverse the 
Federal Communications Commis-
sion’s, FCC, fast march to ease media 
ownership rules. 

The FCC has taken a series of de-
structive actions in the past two dec-
ades that I believe have undermined 
the public interest. On December 18, 
2007, they took yet another step in the 
wrong direction. They gave a further 
green light to media concentration. 

The FCC voted to allow cross-owner-
ship of newspapers and broadcast sta-
tions in the top 20 markets, with loop-
holes for mergers outside of the top 20 
markets. The newspapers would be al-
lowed to buy stations ranked above 
fifth and above. 

The rule change was framed as a 
modest compromise. But make no mis-
take, this is a big deal. As much as 44 
percent of the population lives in the 
top 20 markets of the United States. 
When nearly half of the people in this 
country are told that in their cities 
and towns the media will get the 
thumbs up to consolidate, they will not 
be happy. And with the loopholes in 
the rule, the FCC spurs a new wave of 
media consolidation in both large and 
small media markets. 

The last time the FCC tried to do 
this, the U.S. Senate voted to block it. 
On September 16, 2003, the Senate 
voted 55 to 40 to support a ‘‘resolution 
of disapproval’’ of the FCC’s previous 
decision to further consolidate media. 
We warned Chairman Martin that if he 
rushed this vote we would have to use 
the resolution of disapproval again. 

On December 4th the Commerce 
Committee reported out the bipartisan 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 14:51 Oct 25, 2010 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00049 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR08\S11MR8.001 S11MR8rm
aj

et
te

 o
n 

D
S

K
29

S
0Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 B

O
U

N
D

 R
E

C
O

R
D


		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-02-12T22:54:05-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




