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were able to find suppliers that were 
going to give us the parts that we need-
ed so that our young men and women 
could carry out the will of this country 
and come home safely to their families. 

Once again, in this system, it is a 
single point of failure system. It is a 
system that, if it is down, everything 
does not function. We cannot transport 
aircraft from the East Coast to the 
West Coast for our military without 
tankers. We cannot supply our troops 
or carry our troops anywhere outside 
the continental United States without 
aerial refueling tankers. If we are 
going to respond to a natural disaster 
like the tsunami in southeast Asia, we 
have to have air refueling tankers. So, 
we cannot have such a critical item 
that is so vulnerable to our foreign 
suppliers when they may disagree with 
us politically and withhold the parts 
we need to have this very critical, sin-
gle point of failure weapons system. 

So if you look at our ability to pro-
tect our families, like my chart has 
here, it is an immeasurable cost. What 
is the dollar value when we have to 
protect our families and our military 
doesn’t have the supplies they need to 
carry out that task? What about the 
loss of defense workers? That is an-
other immeasurable cost. Once we lose 
part of our national defense industry 
base, it is gone apparently forever. 

For example, if this contract goes 
through, never again in America will 
we rebuild an air refueling tanker. I 
can give you the technical reasons 
why, but basically aircraft are built on 
an improvement curve. And the 
thought of an improvement curve is a 
theory, which is reality, is that the 
second unit costs less time to build 
than the first unit; the fourth unit 
costs less time than the second unit; 
and the eighth unit costs less time 
than the fourth unit, and on down. 
Every time it doubles, there is less 
time to build that next aircraft. After 
you build 179 aircraft, like in this air 
refueling tanker contract, you are bid-
ding for the follow-on procurement at 
unit 180. In other words, you are 180 
units down the improvement curve. It 
is a lot cheaper than if you are building 
the first unit. An American manufac-
turer bidding on the follow-on contract 
would have to bid a number one unit. 
They cannot keep up, once again, with 
our foreign suppliers because they are 
bidding a number one unit and our for-
eign would be bidding the 180th unit. 
So we never again will build air refuel-
ing tankers here in America if this con-
tract goes forward. 

And what does that do? It is a loss to 
defense workers; it compromises our 
ability to protect our families; and, it 
is a loss of defense manufacturing ca-
pability. Those are things that are im-
measurable in cost, but it is something 
that Congress must consider when we 
vote on whether this contract should 
go forward or not. 

Mr. INSLEE. And I hope we don’t 
have to vote. I hope this protest is suc-
cessful. But we will be looking at the 
right ways for Congress to exercise the 
will of the American people through 
the appropriation or authorization 
process. And the reason we intend to do 
that is that we think there were sev-
eral mistakes made in this contract 
that essentially resulted in the Air 
Force selecting a larger, more expen-
sive, and more operationally limited 
tanker, despite the fact that the do-
mestic Boeing tanker met the require-
ments of the Air Force. 

So, we intend to go forward. We hope 
that our colleagues will join us in this 
effort. It is the right thing to do. It 
may take some time to do, we regret 
that, but America deserves this and de-
serves better than what happened here. 

Mr. TIAHRT. If you look at all the 
data involved, from the employment of 
illegal subsidies that you pointed out 
so clearly and how our United States 
trade representative is taking the Eu-
ropean companies to task for these il-
legal subsidies, when you take into 
consideration the lost tax revenue, 
when you consider the costly one-sided 
regulations that are granted by our 
own Department of Defense and the 
loss of our industrial base and the loss 
of our national security, this is a bad 
decision, and it appears that the Air 
Force had to bend over backwards to 
give this work to the French company 
EADS. And it is heartbreaking in one 
sense, outrageous in another. But, for 
me, it came in the form of outrage. 

I know that one of the Senators from 
Washington State has set up a Web site 
where you can fill out a survey. I 
know, on my own Web site at 
www.house.gov/tiarht, you can get on 
my Web site and fill out a survey about 
your feelings on us outsourcing our na-
tional security to the French. It is I 
think a bad decision. It is one that 
needs to be reviewed by Congress. I am 
hopeful that the Government Account-
ability Office will look at these inequi-
ties, these disparities, this unlevel 
playing field, and correct this before 
we have to take action on the floor of 
the House. 

But I think it is clear from the peo-
ple that we have spoken with here in 
the 42 States that have lost workers 
because of this contract going awry, 
that there will be something happening 
on this contract this year, either 
through the Government Account-
ability Office or through actions of the 
Congress, because it is too outrageous 
to allow our national security to be 
outsourced to the French. 

Mr. INSLEE. I want to thank Mr. 
TIAHRT and Mr. LOEBSACK. 

Madam Speaker, we yield back the 
balance of our time. 

f 

THE WAR IN IRAQ 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

TSONGAS). Under the Speaker’s an-

nounced policy of January 18, 2007, the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentlelady 
for taking her time to allow me and my 
colleagues to be able to address the 
chamber. Thank you very much. And I 
appreciate her husband’s service to this 
country both in Congress and in the 
Senate. 

I am taking this opportunity to talk 
about the conflict in Iraq, the war in 
Iraq, and I want to do it based on my 
20 visits to Iraq when I first was there 
in April of 2003 to the trip that just 
concluded last week. I want to speak 
very frankly about this war and our 
presence there and what I think we 
should do and why I think we should do 
what we need to do. 

September 11 clearly was a wakeup 
call, from hell, that forced us to ad-
dress the fact that for such a long time 
we had a blind eye to what was hap-
pening in the Middle East and what 
was happening particularly as it re-
lated to the extreme Islamists who 
were seeking to get the world’s atten-
tion by attacking our troops in Leb-
anon, our Marines, our Soldiers, and 
Air Force men and women in Saudi 
Arabia attacked three times, our em-
bassy employees in two countries in 
Africa, the Cole where we lost 17 Navy 
personnel and 33 injured. 

I was somewhat surprised that, in 
spite of all this, that we would keep 
turning the other cheek and ignoring 
what was confronting us. So when Sep-
tember 11 happened, it was a huge 
wakeup call. And the issue is, did we 
respond in the right way? 

We created a Department of Home-
land Security. Before September 11, 
when we talked about such a depart-
ment, people said, ‘‘What are we, Great 
Britain?’’ It was difficult for Ameri-
cans to conceive that we should do 
that. We passed the Patriot Act; and 
clearly we could have given it some 
other name, but we wanted to make 
sure that we had modernized our capa-
bility to infiltrate cells that needed to 
be infiltrated. We created a much 
stronger intelligence structure by es-
tablishing a Director of Intelligence 
that would coordinate these 16 agen-
cies. And we also went into Afghani-
stan, where there was uniformed con-
sensus that we should do it. But we 
also went into Iraq, and that obviously 
was very controversial. 

I remember, as I tried to debate 
whether we should do this, visiting 
with the Brits, the French, the Turks, 
the Israelis, and the Jordanians. They 
all said Saddam had weapons of mass 
destruction. But the French said, he 
has them, but won’t use them. And we 
discounted the French because we 
knew even then, about the Oil for Food 
Program, that they had been pretty 
much bought off, and we knew that 
they would probably not support using 
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the U.N. as the instrument to remove 
Saddam from power. So we went in. 
And, we made sure our troops had the 
one thing that we felt they needed: 
Protective chemical gear. We really be-
lieved that Saddam had both a nuclear 
program and a chemical program, and 
we were very adamant that we 
shouldn’t go in before our troops had 
that protective chemical gear. 

But it became very clear early on 
that Saddam not only didn’t have an 
active chemical weapons program that 
he could readily use, and there was no 
nuclear program. So, the very basis for 
going into Iraq proved to be false. 

I voted to go into Iraq based on what 
I believed was the right thing to do. I 
am struck by some Members who some-
how blame their decision on someone 
else. I did what I thought was due dili-
gence. I was impressed by Iraq’s neigh-
bors. I was impressed by, frankly, Bill 
Clinton and HILLARY CLINTON and oth-
ers who had reason to be skeptical but 
believed as well that Saddam had 
weapons of mass destruction. 

But what surprises me most, and I 
want to make this point. I remember 
when George Romney, the former gov-
ernor of Michigan, not Massachusetts, 
Governor Romney from 
Massachusetts’s dad, said: I believed we 
needed to go into Vietnam, but I was 
brainwashed by the generals. And there 
was instant ridicule, and he was forced 
to drop out of the race for President 
because he wasn’t taking ownership for 
his own decision, and was blaming 
someone else. 

I blame no one for my vote. It was 
my vote based on my best conclusions. 
And I would like to think that every 
Member would own up to their own 
vote, but somehow some who voted to 
go into Iraq now act like they didn’t, 
and blame others for their vote. And I 
think that is wrong. So the question is, 
we are there, and we were there under 
false pretenses but very much believed 
to be true. So what do we do now? 

When you go to Israel, Israel had the 
best intelligence in the region, and 
they were wrong and they empanelled a 
commission to try to determine how 
they could be wrong. They didn’t blame 
their political leaders, they didn’t say 
people lied. What they concluded was 
that, based on the knowledge that they 
had, it was reasonable to assume that 
Saddam had these weapons. That was 
their conclusion. 

It is a fact that even his own troops, 
his generals, in December were 
stunned, as we learned from the de-
briefing of Tariq Aziz and others of the 
Iraqi politicians, that Saddam told his 
own generals in December of 2002: We 
don’t have a nuclear program and we 
don’t have a viable chemical program. 
And they were stunned. 

I was so troubled by this that I went 
to see Hans Blix in Stockholm and I 
said, ‘‘Why would Saddam want us to 
think he had weapons of mass destruc-

tion?’’ And he said, because Saddam 
thought it was a deterrent to his neigh-
bors, and that he believed there was no 
consequence because he thought there 
would be no way the United States 
would seek to remove him from power 
if the French and the Russians and the 
Chinese would not allow the U.N. to be 
involved. 

Well, the fact is that Saddam mis-
read us the first time in Kuwait. Be-
cause of Vietnam, he thought we would 
never go in because of that experience, 
and we did, and he misunderstood our 
intentions a second time, which is an 
incredible lesson about making sure 
that our adversaries know our true in-
tent and believe our true intent. 

We were wrong. But being wrong does 
not mean we need to get out, get out 
right away because of our original pur-
pose for being there. 

b 1845 

The fact is once we disbanded the 
Army, the police and the border patrol, 
we owned Iraq; and there is no way of 
getting around it. There is no way to 
say that we can get rid of all Iraqi po-
lice, border patrol and Army, and then 
say, well, you know, we achieved our 
objective, good-bye. That would be a 
cruelty to the Iraqis that they don’t 
deserve, and it would be a huge invita-
tion to the Iranians to just walk right 
in. We can’t allow that to happen. 

In my first visit to Iraq, I went just 
as the war was ending. I actually had 
to get in with the help of the State De-
partment because the Defense Depart-
ment said I couldn’t go in. I remember 
speaking to Muhammed Abdul-Assan. 
He was telling me the things that we 
were doing that troubled him, like 
throwing candy on the ground. He said, 
Our children are not chickens; they are 
not animals. 

He talked about how our troops 
seemed to be offended when they ex-
tended a hand, and an Iraqi woman put 
her hand to her heart and would not 
shake the soldier’s hand. She was say-
ing, thank you for honoring me, but we 
don’t shake hands with strangers. 

He basically put his hands on my 
shoulders and said, You don’t know us, 
and we don’t know you. He told me an 
incredible story. He told me a story 
that he had been in an Iranian prison 
and hadn’t made the first exchange of 
prisoners because the Iranians had 
more Iraqis than the Iraqis had Ira-
nians in their war with each other. I 
said to him, You have had an incred-
ibly difficult life, and I started to go 
on. And he looked at me and said, No 
different than any other Iraqi. 

Well, after my first visit I couldn’t 
get back soon enough to say we need 
Arabic speakers and we need to under-
stand their culture. These are tough 
people. 

The second time I went in, I went to 
Basra and I went again outside the um-
brella of the military and spent two 

nights in Basra with Save the Children. 
I began to hear things like why are you 
putting my son, my uncle, my brother, 
my cousin, my nephew, my husband, 
my father, out of work? Why can’t they 
at least guard the hospitals? He was 
talking about the fact that we put a 
half a million men out of work, and ba-
sically said you have no future in this 
new government. 

And so I couldn’t wait to get back 
home and say: Why are we doing this? 
And the poignant thing to this is the 
very first death in the 4th Congres-
sional District Connecticut was 
Wilfredo Perez. He was guarding a hos-
pital. 

Try to imagine what we did when we 
disbanded their Army, their police and 
their border patrol. We left them to-
tally and completely defenseless. It is a 
country of 24-plus million people left 
with no security. 

Let’s take New York State. New 
York State has 19 million people. It is 
two-thirds the size of Iraq or maybe 
even smaller. It has 19 million versus 24 
million. Imagine New York State with 
no police, no police in New York City, 
no police in the subways, no police in 
Albany, Rochester, Buffalo, Syracuse, 
no police in any of the towns in be-
tween, no security whatsoever. Oh, and 
by the way, to be consistent with what 
Saddam Hussein did, he released all his 
prisoners. We are going to release the 
prisoners from Attica and Riker’s Is-
land and make sure that they are in 
the community, and then say don’t 
worry, we are going to bring 150,000 
Iraqis who speak Arabic to keep the 
peace throughout all of New York 
State. 

Well, you don’t have to be a genius to 
realize we had created a huge problem. 
We were basically saying we would pro-
vide all of the security in Iraq, but we 
didn’t have enough men and women to 
do it. We didn’t speak their language or 
know their culture. Are we surprised 
that militias were formed? Are we sur-
prised that when we put half a million 
people out of work, that they would go 
to the other side? 

And then there is the looting. They 
were dumbfounded. Iraqis love their 
antiquities. They love their history. If 
you go to an Iraqi and somehow sug-
gest it is not a real country, they will 
look at you and say, Let me get this 
straight. You did not learn in your 
school, about the Fertile Crescent 
where the two rivers met, the cradle of 
civilization? You never studied about 
us Iraqis? They are stunned that we 
would think them not a country, and 
they were particularly stunned, when 
the Senate voted to divide Iraq into 
three parts, they said aha, it just goes 
to show what we have been saying. You 
want to divide and conquer us, and 
then take our oil. 

We made huge mistakes and we 
didn’t correct them and we didn’t deal 
with the reality on the ground. The re-
ality is that we needed to train more 
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Iraqi troops than we were, and we need-
ed to have more American troops there 
given we had gotten rid of a half mil-
lion security forces for all of Iraq. 

When you go to an Iraqi and you ask, 
Are you a Sunni? They will say, I am a 
Sunni but I am married to a Shia. 

I will go to a Shia and say are you a 
Shia, to try to understand their per-
spective, and they will say, I am a 
Shia, but my tribe is Sunni. 

I will go to someone I suspect to be a 
Kurd, and ask, Are you a Kurd? They 
will say, Yes, I am a Kurd; but you do 
know Kurds are Sunnis? They are con-
stantly lecturing me about under-
standing what they are and the signifi-
cance of what they are. 

We have the fear of sectarian vio-
lence in Iraq, and it is often compared 
to Bosnia. In Bosnia, you had fathers 
who literally raped their child’s best 
friend. So a father is raping a 14- or 12- 
year-old child because she happens to 
be Christian and he is Muslim or she is 
Muslim and he is a Christian. I remem-
ber going to Bosnia and seeing a house 
filled with garbage, garbage filled all of 
the way to the top. It was a message, 
don’t come back to your home, you are 
not wanted. 

That kind of violence is not what has 
happened in Iraq. What has happened 
in Iraq is when there were Sunnis and 
Shias living together, they were not 
kicked out by their neighbors, they 
were kicked out by outsiders who came 
in and tried to have it be one ethnic 
group, which is very different than 
Bosnia. 

Now that is not to suggest that 
Sunnis and Shias will agree on every-
thing. But again, it is not like Saudi 
Arabia where Sunnis there don’t like 
Sunnis in other countries if they are 
not Wahhabbis. We sometimes tend to 
judge the Middle East, I think, on what 
we see in Saudi Arabia. Saudi Arabia is 
another issue we are going to have to 
have a frank conversation about. It is 
not Iraq. 

When I go to Turkey, the Turks say 
to me, We used to run this place for 402 
years; why don’t you pay attention to 
us? 

When I go to Egypt, they say, We 
have been a country for 4,000 years, 
why don’t you pay attention to us? 

When I go to Jordan they say, We are 
direct descendants of Mohammed, why 
don’t you pay attention to us? 

When I go to Iraq, they say, We are 
the cradle of civilization, why don’t 
you pay attention to us? 

So we are starting to. We are start-
ing to pay more attention to them. We 
are certainly paying attention to the 
ambassadors that come from countries 
near Iraq. And they say, we may not 
have wanted you to go in, are there, for 
you to leave now would be an outrage. 
And they are right. 

Now that we stirred everything up 
and we created significant dislocation 
in Iraq, we have a moral obligation to 

set Iraqis in a place where they can 
govern themselves; or failing to govern 
themselves, it will be their failure. But 
they need the security to do it. 

So what do I see and what have I seen 
over the course of 20 times in Iraq? 

If this is April 2003, we could have 
gone in an upward direction. It could 
have been an amazing experience. We 
could have kept their military. We 
could have listened to them. We could 
have had Arabic speakers. We could 
have found that rather than digging a 
deep ditch, we could have gone in the 
other direction. But as soon as we al-
lowed the looting, as I made reference 
to earlier, they really believed that 
was our message to them that we had 
only contempt for them. That is what 
they believed. They thought, You could 
have stopped it and you didn’t. The 
thing we cherished the most, our antiq-
uities, you allowed those looters to 
just desecrate, and you were the secu-
rity. 

We then put them out of work and 
left them with no security. We dug a 
deep hole. 

I began to feel, though, that we were 
turning the situation around when we 
transferred power in June of 2004. Mr. 
Bremer left, and Iraqis were being in-
vited to make some major decisions. 
And they did something extraordinary. 
I was there for the first election. They 
put our elections to shame. 

What did they do? They had far more 
people who voted, and they were honest 
votes. The U.N. will tell you, these 
elections were very well run. I was in 
Arbil for the first election, and I saw 
men following their wives because 
their wives were determined to vote, 
dressed up with their kids in their 
arms or following them. I was there as 
an observer, and I saw them come and 
vote for local, regional and national 
elections. They came and got all three 
ballots and filled them out in a pro-
tected area, and then they came and 
put them in the ballot box. But before 
they could do that, they had to stick 
their finger in the ink jar. I watched 
that for awhile, and then I went and 
quietly asked, as an observer, Do you 
mind if I put my finger in that ink jar? 
I wanted to bond with them; and I, 
frankly, wanted to come home and 
show people that there was something 
pretty monumental going on in Iraq. 

The woman looked up at me, looked 
down, and then she said, No! you’re not 
an Iraqi! Everybody looked at me. I 
clearly wasn’t an Iraqi. I was first em-
barrassed, and then I thought this was 
amazing. I was in a Kurdish area. And 
she didn’t say, No, you’re not a Kurd. 
She said, You’re not an Iraqi. 

Well, that election established a gov-
ernment that then created a constitu-
tion. And in October of 2005, they voted 
on that constitution. And more people 
came out to vote, including Sunnis 
that had not participated the first 
time. They had establish a constitu-

tion, and then they had an election in 
December of 2005. I thought in 2003 we 
had dug a deep hole, but now we and 
the Iraq’s were getting back up there. 
Things are looking much better. 

And they had an election in Decem-
ber, and then nothing happened. Janu-
ary, no leader was chosen. February, no 
leader was chosen. March, no leader 
was chosen. By April they had decided 
on a very slim vote that Mr. Maliki 
would be the prime minister. 

b 1900 
And so, they had literally delayed for 

4 months choosing a leader. And when 
you’re swimming upstream and you 
stop swimming, you go way down-
stream. And they dug a deep hole 
again. You had the Samarra bombings; 
that was horrific. That was a Shi’a 
Mosque that was bombed and de-
stroyed, intended to bring out the 
Shi’as in a total civil war with Sunnis. 
That almost happened, but didn’t hap-
pen. 

When I came back to Iraq and met 
with Mr. Maliki after 6 weeks in office, 
there was a sense on my part that he 
wasn’t going to do any heavy lifting. 
And so I decided, rather than come 
back 3 months from now as I usually 
did, I came back 6 weeks later. And one 
ambassador told me then, it was in 
June, he said to me, ‘‘I fear that Prime 
Minister Maliki does not have the po-
litical will to do what he needs to do.’’ 

So, I went back in August. There 
were 6 more weeks that had passed. 
Now he had been in office about 12 
weeks, and I didn’t see hardly any posi-
tive change. I concluded that the only 
thing that would get him to move was 
to have a timeline. And I demanded to 
see him. I said, I’ve been here more 
than anyone else, I want to meet with 
Mr. Maliki. And I said it can be a 
stand-up meeting, but I want to meet 
him. I want him to look me in the face 
and tell him what I believe after being 
in Iraq so often. 

So, a meeting was set up. He was 
meeting with others and we went to a 
side of the room, and I said, take a 
good look at me, you’re not going to 
see me after November, and you’re not 
going to see a majority of Republicans 
that had been supporting our presence 
in Iraq. You’re going to see a change in 
government because you aren’t doing 
the heavy lifting you need to. You need 
timelines like you had in ’05, where 
you had one election, then the con-
stitution, then another election, to se-
lect a government. He said, no, we 
moved too quickly; we can’t move that 
quickly. 

I came home believing we need a 
timeline, and I believe that to this day. 
But it’s a timeline that doesn’t say we 
get out tomorrow. It’s a timeline that 
says we leave when the Iraqis can be 
ready, and we can pretty much predict 
when that is. And we know it’s going to 
take more Iraqis troops to do it. We 
know they have to be trained. 
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With all due respect to my colleagues 

in the majority who sincerely believe 
this was a mistake and we need to get 
out, a timeline that gets us out sooner 
than we can replace their army, police 
and border patrol and leaves them in a 
place where they can protect them-
selves is a timeline that makes no 
sense. But a timeline that says we’re 
there forever in this capacity makes no 
sense either. We need a logical 
timeline. 

Now, one thing I never argued for 
that turned out to be very important, I 
never argued that we needed a surge. 
That was the one area where I didn’t 
feel I had the expertise. So, after that 
election, I went to Iraq in December of 
2006, and frankly, things were worse 
than ever. The generals told me that 
they had given up on Anbar Province, 
the largest Sunni province. In fact, 
they said it’s almost like a mini Af-
ghanistan within Iraq, no one is in 
charge except al Qaeda. And that was a 
pretty disappointing bit of news to be 
told. 

When I went back in April of ’07 they 
said we’re winning Anbar Province. 
Now, this was after we started to begin 
the surge, but that hadn’t really taken 
effect yet. They were doing something 
that I had argued for for a long time, 
and that was, we were engaging the 
Iraqi tribes. The Sunni Iraqi tribes had 
become totally fed up with al Qaeda for 
all the reasons that most people know. 
They wanted to set up the kind of 
shari’a government that Iraqis want no 
part of, and they were killing the 
young Sunni tribal leaders who were 
not cooperating. And so, the leaders 
came to us and said, we want to be 
with you. 

So, I went in April, and we’re win-
ning Anbar Province. I go back 2 
months later and they say, we’ve really 
won Anbar Province. I go back in Au-
gust, and we’re starting to win other 
areas. We’re starting to clean out other 
areas. 

And we’ve started to have al Qaeda 
be in small little enclaves. And why? 
Because before the surge they struck 
us at will. After the surge, they can’t 
get above the water line to take a 
breath because our daytime troops 
went after them, and our nighttime 
troops went after them, and then our 
daytime troops went after them. They 
never have a chance to regroup. The 
surge has enabled us to clean out areas 
and bring the Iraqi police, which aren’t 
the best of Iraq, but they are good 
enough to do what police do, and that 
is, once an area is clean, keep the 
peace. 

This past year, I’ve been able to go 
without armor into so many different 
marketplaces, places they would never 
have taken me before. And I come back 
and I say things are getting better, and 
then people say yes, but there were the 
rockets on the Green Zone. Well, there 
are going to be rockets on the Green 

Zone and there are going to be men and 
women who wear vests that basically 
are filled with explosives and they’re 
going to blow themselves up. There are 
women who have lost their husbands 
who see no future. There is obviously 
al Qaeda, that still has some influence. 
There will be those kinds of attacks, 
but there are going to be different 
kinds of attacks than has existed in 
the past. 

So, I have seen the surge is working. 
The tribal leaders have made a huge 
difference. We are now going into other 
areas. We’ve cleaned up our two-thirds 
of Iraq. Mosul is going to be a very dif-
ficult area. It’s a very mixed commu-
nity of Sunnis, Shias, Turkmen, and 
others. 

The other reason why we’re seeing an 
improvement beside the surge and sup-
port of tribal leaders is the Iraqi troops 
have become competent, in some cases 
very competent. And I’m sure there 
may be some who will criticize me for 
saying it, but I believe the Iraqis are 
actually beginning to like us, or at 
least respect us, and in some cases 
trust us. And why would that be? Well, 
they were raised for 30 years to hate 
Americans and love the Russians. So, 
in comes this government, Americans, 
and we attack them, and we put a lot 
of their loved ones out of work. And 
they were convinced that we would 
take their oil. But it’s been 5 years, 
and they’ve come to realize that there 
is a country so good that it would 
spend nearly a half a trillion dollars, 
have more than 20,000 of its American 
forces wounded, some very severely, 
have 4,000 of its troops killed and not 
take a drop of its oil, not a drop of its 
oil. We’re beginning to gain credibility 
that we actually meant what we said 
and that there is a country so good in 
the world that it would do that for 
something far more important. 

We want a world of peace. We want a 
world where people can live their lives 
as they want to. We want a world 
where commerce can flow back and 
forth freely. And we’re willing to give a 
lot and spend a lot to do that. 

Now, I want to say something to my 
colleagues that may not believe we 
should ever have been in Iraq. I fear 
that there are some in this Chamber 
who fear that if we ultimately win in 
Iraq, and by winning, I mean restore a 
security force of Iraqis that can fend 
for themselves and where they can gov-
ern for themselves and where there is a 
significant movement towards a more 
democratic form of government, and a 
government that, unlike its neighbors, 
allows its women to be educated, al-
lows its women to be part of commerce, 
if we do that, it justifies the war. 

We may say at the end, we spent a 
trillion dollars, we lost 4,000 to 5,000 
men and women, and we have this re-
sult which is pretty spectacular, but in 
the end, it may not justify what we 
have done. But where we all should be 

united, it seems to me, is that we leave 
Iraq in a place that the void is not 
filled up by the Iranians. 

Now, we haven’t taken a drop of their 
oil, but one thing is very clear, Iraq 
has a lot of oil and gas. In fact, Bunker 
Hunt came to my office, rolled out a 
map that would cover this desk, and he 
said, I believe Iraq has more energy 
than exists in Saudi Arabia. The world 
says it has 10 percent. He told, I believe 
it may have as much as 20 percent of 
the world’s reserves. And then he 
showed me this map with markings 
throughout Iraq indicated a real poten-
tial for either gas or oil. He said, to an 
oil man, this is a candy store of oppor-
tunity. Well, it belongs to the Iraqis. 
And my hope and prayer is that they 
will someday be able to enjoy it and 
share it with the rest of the world. 

And the thing that’s stunning is, it’s 
not just in Sunni areas, it’s not just in 
Shi’a areas and it’s not just in Kurdish 
areas, it’s throughout Iraq. This is a 
nation that doesn’t believe in shari’a 
law. It’s a nation that is very secular. 
It’s a nation where Sunni and Shi’as 
have, in particular, gotten along with 
each other. It’s a nation that has so 
much oil as a resource, and gas, but al-
most as importantly, it has so much 
water. When I fly over it, you see these 
magnificent rivers, not just the Tigris 
and Euphrates, but the others that join 
it, but all the canals and the irrigation 
that exists. This is a country that will 
be able to export and feed parts of the 
world. 

This is a country that will educate 
both its men and women. This is a 
country that has significant resources. 
This is a country we hope to be friends 
with for a long, long time. And this is 
a country that deserves some patience 
from Americans. We need to under-
stand that they didn’t have the head 
start we had in the United States. And 
even then, think about it, we knew de-
mocracy before we became these 
United States. We had democracy in 
our colonies. 

We had the Declaration of Independ-
ence in 1776. And it took us 13 years to 
have the Constitution of the United 
States, 13 years. And even then, as per-
fect as we would like to think our Con-
stitution is, but in our Constitution as 
Condoleezza Rice points out, she was 
three-fifths a person, and a slave. So, 
we certainly didn’t get it all right. 

I’ll conclude by saying, we’ve seen 
the most progress on the part of the 
military. We’ve seen not the kind of 
progress we want to see from the poli-
ticians. But even then, we need to give 
them credit. They have voted out re-
tirement for ba’athists, Saddamists. 
That was hugely important. While they 
don’t have an oil law that formally dis-
tributes the oil to the different regions 
of Iraq, they are doing it in spite of 
that without the formal agreement. 

b 1915 
They have a de-Baathification law 

that’s coming into place so that 
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they’re hiring people that, in the past 
were told they couldn’t be part of this 
new Iraqi government. 

And they’re going to have provincial 
elections. The significance of that is 
the local elections were the first of the 
three elections, and Sunnis didn’t par-
ticipate, so we have some Shiias who 
run Sunni areas. This means that these 
leaders are willing, and know that they 
have to give up power to the predomi-
nant group within their regime of Iraq. 

No one knows how history is going to 
judge our involvement in Iraq. But the 
one thing I do know is that we finally 
have the kind of leadership in Iraq that 
I’ve been hungry for, some real honest 
talk from Mr. Petraeus. He’ll tell you 
what’s going right and what’s going 
wrong. We’ve had, I think, good mili-
tary leaders, but I think he’s learned a 
lot, and I think he’s clearly the best. 

We needed to make a change with 
Secretary of Defense, and since then 
I’ve seen significant progress. It took 
Abraham Lincoln 9 generals before he 
got the generals that finally started to 
win some battles, Sherman and Grant. 

We’re starting to see a difference in 
Iraq because of this leadership. We’re 
even starting to see Mr. Maliki show 
some guts by confronting his own po-
litical base, Shiias, in Basra. 

They haven’t been given the oppor-
tunity that we had of having 13 years 
before a true government was estab-
lished under our Constitution. They’ve 
had five. 

We have American time. We want 
them to act more quickly. But, at the 
same time, in terms of Middle East cul-
ture, they’re moving a lot faster than 
some people give them credit. 

Madam Speaker, I really appreciate 
your willingness to allow me this op-
portunity, and I want to just repeat 
that everyone in this chamber loves 
our troops. I’m addicted when I go back 
to Iraq, to meet with the men and 
women who serve, those who are con-
tent we’re there, those who would go 
back and again and again, and some 
who wish they weren’t there. But every 
one of our troops are real patriots. I 
can’t tell you what an honor it is to 
interact with them. And with that, 
Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

f 

OMISSION FROM THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF FRIDAY, 
MARCH 14, 2008, AT PAGE 4422 

SENATE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 

A concurrent resolution of the Sen-
ate of the following title was taken 
from the Speaker’s table and, under 
the rule, referred as follows: 

S. Con. Res. 71. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the rotunda of the Cap-
itol for the presentation of the Congressional 
Gold Medal to Michael Ellis DeBakey, M.D., 
the Committee on House Administration. 

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 Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California, 

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

5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. HARE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. DUNCAN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, April 8. 
Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes, 

April 2. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, April 8. 
Mrs. BIGGERT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TANCREDO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WELLER of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at their own 

request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

Mr. GOODE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. CLARKE, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 18 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, April 2, 2008, at 10 
a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

5761. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting Pursuant to Section 27(f) 
of the Arms Export Control Act and Section 
1(f) of Executive Order 11958, Transmittal No. 
02-08, which informs of our intent to sign 
Project Arrangement Number Five con-
cerning Apache Attack Helicopter Modern-
ized Target Acquisition and Designation 
Sight and Pilot Night Vision Sensor Infrared 
Weather Performance Analysis, pursuant to 
22 U.S.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs. 

5762. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting Pursuant to Section 27(f) 

of the Arms Export Control Act and Section 
1(f) of Executive Order 11958, Transmittal No. 
01-08, informing of an intent to sign the 
Project Agreement between the Department 
of Defense of the United States and the Min-
istry of Defence of the Republic of Singapore 
Concerning Development of Fuel Cell Power 
Systems, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

5763. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting the 
semiannual report detailing payments made 
to Cuba as a result of the provision of tele-
communications services pursuant to De-
partment of the Treasury specific licenses, 
as required by Section 1705(e)(6) of the Cuban 
Democracy Act of 1992, 22 U.S.C. 6004(e)(6), as 
amended by Section 102(g) of the Cuban Lib-
erty and Democratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) 
Act of 1996, and pursuant to Executive Order 
13313 of July 31, 2003, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
6032; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

5764. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification that effective Feb-
ruary 17, 2008, 25% Danger Pay Allowance for 
Chad has been established based on the un-
settled security situation that could endan-
ger lives of U.S. Government civilian em-
ployees, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 5928; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

5765. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting Copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

5766. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting Copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

5767. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 08- 
44 concerning the Department of the Army’s 
proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to 
Iraq for defense articles and services; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

5768. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
pursuant to Section 62(a) of the Arms Export 
Control Act (AECA), notification concerning 
the Department of the Army’s proposed ex-
tension of a lease of defense articles to the 
Government of Denmark (Transmittal No. 
09–07); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

5769. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Policy, Department of Defense, transmitting 
the Department’s FY 2009 Cooperative 
Threat Reduction Annual Report, pursuant 
to Public Law 106-398, section 1308; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

5770. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 3(d) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed transfer of major de-
fense equipment from the Government of 
Germany (Transmittal No. RSAT-02-08); to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

5771. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 36(d) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed license for the manu-
facture of military equipment to the Govern-
ment of the United Kingdom (Transmittal 
No. DDTC 015-08); to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs. 

5772. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
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