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have no choice except to help rebuild
Irag’s oil infrastructure, but we must
make clear that we have no intention
of controlling the country’s oil re-
serves. The natural resource of lIraq
must be treated as the patrimony of
the Iraqgi people.

Point number 18: Economic assist-
ance to Iraq should be front-loaded and
generous.

War has been a constant of history,
but the concept of reconstruction is
relatively new. The 20th century gave
us two vastly different models. At the
end of World War I, the victors imposed
retributive terms on Germany, which
so angered German society that it
turned to fascism. World War Il was
the result.

The allies took a different approach
at the end of World War Il. Generosity
was the watchword. The Marshall Plan
was adopted to rebuild Europe and
General MacArthur directed the reform
and modernization of Japan. Model de-
mocracies emerged. The world was
made more secure.

The economic plan for Irag should be
two-prong, debt forgiveness coupled
with institution building. A better
world is more likely to emerge if the
American agenda places its emphasis
on construction rather than destruc-
tion.

Here a note about the other recon-
struction model in American history is
relevant. With his call for malice to-
ward none in his second inaugural ad-
dress, Lincoln set the most concilia-
tory tone in the history of war. His
successor once removed, U.S. Grant,
proved to be a more proficient soldier
than President and countenanced car-
petbagging conflicts of interest.

Our government today would be well-
advised to recognize that neither his-
tory, nor the American public, ap-
proves of war or postwar profiteering.
Great care has to be taken to ensure
transparency and integrity in govern-
ment contracts. And common sense
would indicate that the more Iraqgis are
involved in rebuilding their own soci-
ety, the more lasting such efforts are
likely would be to be.

Point number 19: Terrorism effects
world economics as well as politics.

Markets depend on confidence and
nothing undercuts confidence more
than anarchist acts. Policies designed
to deter terrorism can be counter-
productive. International disapproval
of our actions may jeopardize our econ-
omy and diminish the credibility of our
political leadership in the world. In-
creased terrorism could well have the
dual effect of precipitating new U.S.
military engagements and, ironically,
strengthening isolationist sentiment
which in turn could degenerate into a
disastrous spiral of protectionism.

Point number 20: The measure of suc-
cess in reconstruction is not the sum of
accomplishments.

During the Viet Nam War, the Pen-
tagon gave progress reports mainly in
terms of body counts. One of the most
liberal critics of that war, |I.F. Stone,
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once commented that he accepted the
validity of the body counts, but
thought that they did not reveal the
big picture.

Suppose, Stone suggested, he was
walking down a street and he bumped
into a man running out of a bank, wav-
ing a gun and carrying a satchel full of
money and were to ask the man, ‘“What
are you doing?”’ If the man responded,
‘I am waiting for a car,” he would be
telling the truth but not revealing the
big picture.

Good things are being accomplished
in Iraq, particularly in the north where
an American General has won a meas-
ure of popularity through progressive
stabilization initiatives. Yet, terrorism
cannot credibly be contained in the
arms-infested Iraqi environment.
American civilians, as well as Armed
Services personnel who have been post-
ed to Iraq, deserve to be commended
for their commitment and sacrifices,
but prudence suggests that brevity of
service is preferable to a long-standing
presence. Otherwise, in a world where
terrorism is a growth industry, even
extraordinary sacrifice and significant
accomplishments could be for naught.

Point number 21: We must respect
Iraqgi culture and work to ensure that
the art and artifacts of this cradle of
civilization are preserved for the Iraqi
people.

There are few umbrages more long-
lasting than cultural theft. Cultural
looting must be stopped, and the mar-
ket for stolen antiquities squelched.
For our part, we should ensure that
Iragi cultural sites are protected and
that our laws are upgraded. Any stolen
antiquities brought to America must
be returned.

Point number 22: The war in lraq
should not cause us to forget Afghani-
stan.

While the center of our military at-
tention may at the moment be Bagdad,
we must remember that no Iragi was
involved in hijacking the planes that
struck the World Trade Center and the
Pentagon on 9/11.

Few countries are more distant phys-
ically or culturally from the United
States than Afghanistan; yet, it is
there the plotting for the terrorist acts
began. The Taliban have been removed
and a new, more tolerant government
has been established; but the world
community has not fulfilled its com-
mitments to raise the country out of
poverty and warlordism. The U.S. can-
not continue to be complacent about
economic and social development in
that country, where foreigners have
never been welcome. Failure of the
Karzai government and a return of the
Taliban would be a major setback in
the battle with terrorism.

Point number 23: Lastly and most
importantly, U.S. policymakers should
never lose sight of the fact that events
in Israel and Iraq are intertwined and
that no challenge is more important
for regional and global security than
resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian di-
lemma.
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Extraordinarily, from a priority perspective,
administration after administration in Wash-
ington seems to pay only intermittent attention
to the Palestinian issue. There should be no
higher priority in our foreign policy than a res-
olution of the Arab-Israeli conflict. Attention in
Washington should be riveted at all times on
this singular problem. The current status quo
is good neither for Israel nor for the Palestin-
ians. Now, for the first time lack of progress in
establishing a mutually acceptable modus
vivendi between the parties may be even
more damaging to countries not directly in-
volved in the conflict. The need for U.S. lead-
ership in pressing for peace has never been
more urgent. It would be a tragedy if, focused
as we are upon making war in one part of the
Middle East, we neglected to give sufficient
prority to promoting peace in another.

In conclusion, the world is noting that we
are saying and what we are doing. Many are
not convinced by our words; many are ap-
palled by our actions. Yet nothing would be
worse for the world than for us to fail. We
must not. The key at this point is to recognize
the limits as well as magnitude of our power
and emphasize the most uplifting aspects of
our heritage: democracy, opportunity, freedom
of thought and worship. Motives matter; so do
techniques to advance our values. The lesson
of the past year is clear: America does better
as a mediator and multi-party peace maker
than as a unilateral interventionist.

———

IRAQ WATCH

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RENZzI1). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 7, 2003, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
DELAHUNT) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, | am
here, and | anticipate being joined by
several Members, to discuss the issues
that the gentleman from lowa (Mr.
LEACH) was discussing, the gentleman,
who commands great respect in this
body and one who clearly possesses a
profound knowledge of international
relationships, and at the same time
provides a perspective and an analysis
that should be instructive and inform-
ative to all Americans. | think he had
23 points. | do not know whether he has
any additional points he wishes to
make, but if he does, | would be happy
to yield to him.

It would appear that he does not. But
again, let me acknowledge his con-
tribution to the debate.

Myself and my colleagues for some
weeks now, | think, on more than 20 oc-
casions during the course of the time
that is reserved after legislative busi-
ness is concluded, the so-called ‘‘spe-
cial orders” time, have come to the
floor and we have labeled this par-
ticular initiative, the Irag Watch. And,
hopefully, we have had among us a con-
versation that has been both inform-
ative for the audience, as well as edu-
cational for the Members of the House
in terms of this issue that, clearly, has
a huge impact on the American people,
both in terms of lives and the safety of
our military personnel in Iraq, but also
clearly in terms of our economy.
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It is ironic that it was the gentleman
from lowa (Mr. LEACH) as | said, a very
respected member of the Republican
Party, who just left the floor, who
spoke | believe so eloquently, and |
daresay that | share many of the con-
cerns and would agree with much of
what he said. But having said that, re-
cently in his home State, lowa, there
was an advertisement on behalf of the
Bush Presidential Campaign; and | un-
derstand it was paid for by the Repub-
lican National Committee. It was ti-
tled ‘““Reality’”” and it was a 30-second
clip. There were some comments by the
President, and | understand there were
some snippets of speeches that the
President had made regarding lraq spe-
cifically and presumably the war on
terrorists.

There was also an announcer, a voice
overlay, if you will, not an individual
who appeared on the ad, but someone
who would comment after the snippet
of the President was viewed by the au-
dience. And what the announcer said
caused me to be disturbed, because the
announcer said, and | am quoting from
that snippet, ““Some now are attacking
the President for attacking the terror-
ists.”

The announcer then went on to say
that, ““Some called for us to retreat,
putting our national security in the
hands of others.” And then the an-
nouncer instructed, ‘“Call Congress
now.”’

I am confused, because during the en-
tire debate, not just regarding lraq, not
just regarding Afghanistan, but all of
the debate subsequent to September 11,
I never heard from a single Member on
either side of the aisle that we should
retreat and put our national security
in the hands of others.
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That simply was untrue. That ad was
not misleading; it was an untruth.

Now, have many of us questioned the
policy regarding Iraq, regarding the
war on terror? Well, yes. An unequivo-
cal yes. And as | said, ironically, we
heard this earlier this evening from the
preceding speaker, a well-regarded,
well-respected, thoughtful member of
the House Committee on International
Relations who happens to be a sub-
committee chair and one who voted
against the resolution authorizing
military intervention in Irag. He cer-
tainly is not calling for any retreat,
and neither am 1, and neither is any
Democrat.

But, again, | know many of us on
both sides of the aisle, Republicans and
Democrats, are concerned about the
competence and what we see as a pol-
icy that is failing, which will translate
not into a retreat but a defeat in terms
of the war on terror. | understand that
that particular 30-second ad is no
longer running. Well, that is good. The
questions that are being posed to the
President and to his administration are
not just coming from Democrats. The
displeasure, the disappointment, the
criticism, the concern is not coming
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from Democrats. It is a view that is
shared by many.

Now, many Americans, clearly many
in this Chamber, remember the former
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, Mr. Newt Gingrich. And clearly
many Americans are familiar with the
junior Senator from New York, the
former First Lady, the wife of the
former President, Bill Clinton. And all
of us know that it would be a rare mo-
ment where they would agree on any-
thing. Well, they happen to agree on
the policy of this administration when
it comes to Iraq, because yesterday it
was the former House Speaker on a
Sunday TV magazine program who
stated that the Bush administration
has gone, and | am quoting Newt Ging-
rich, ““Off the cliff in postwar Iraq, and
the White House has to get a grip on
this.”

These are not my words; these are
the words of the former Speaker of the
House, the former leader of the Repub-
lican Party in this House, Mr. Newt
Gingrich, that often sat, Mr. Speaker,
in the same chair that you are now sit-
ting in presiding over this House. Well,
on this particular occasion, Senator
CLINTON said she agreed with Mr. Ging-
rich. She blamed the administration
for miscalculating and inept planning
in Irag.

But those two are not alone.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAHUNT. | yield to my good
friend and a member of the Iraq Watch,
the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE).

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
the difficulty here, as the gentleman
has outlined, is that we are now en-
gaged in what can only be described as
political hate speech. This is not an un-
usual circumstance, | am sorry to say,
in this day and age.

I have had occasion to pick up a cen-
tennial edition, | believe is the des-
ignation, by the original publishers of
George Orwell’s ““1984.”” A new intro-
duction by Thomas Pinchon. My col-
league may recall in ““1984,”” in Orwell’s
conception of what was taking place,
there is a whole new conception of
what speech would consist of and what
the language would be. Ignorance is
strength, slavery is freedom, hatred is
love. Everything becomes its own con-
tradiction, its exact opposite. The con-
fusion is there.

Let us read exactly what the adver-
tisement said. We are now conducting
political policy by virtue of advertising
when issues of war and peace are con-
cerned. Let me quote it directly:
‘““‘Some are now attacking the Presi-
dent for attacking the terrorists.”
Who? Some. Who?

I suppose it is possible, if you look
far enough and long enough and deep
enough, you can find somebody, some-
where, not necessarily even within the
boundaries of the United States, if we
are talking about some, who would be
attacking the President for attacking
the terrorists. But | do not think that

Speaker,
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those of us who are taking this issue
seriously and trying to engage in a dia-
logue on this issue can find anyone of
a serious bent in the House, any of our
colleagues, to come down and name
anyone.

Mr. DELAHUNT. From either the Re-
publican side or the Democratic side.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. That goes with-
out saying. Here on the floor of the
House of Representatives, anyone, find
anyone, who would be able to corrobo-
rate such an accusation.

In fact, if one takes into account, and
I am looking here at an article in the
Wall Street Journal, in an opinion arti-
cle, “Politics and People,” Albert
Hunt, ““What Might Have Been,”” and it
concerns our good friend and my good
friend and fellow Hawaiian, General
Eric Shinseki, former Chief of the
Army, who, as you know, was vilified
by people in the administration.

Mr. DELAHUNT. And, Mr. Speaker,
who happened to be a decorated hero, a
military hero; someone who fought for
his country with great bravery and
valor. That is the kind of individual
that my colleague is talking about.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I am not only
talking about General Shinseki as a
decorated war hero but as someone who
came through the ranks to become
chief of the Army, and who, in response
to a congressional inquiry, gave an-
swers, as a soldier should to those who
are in charge of the country by con-
stitution, gave answers with respect to
what would be required in Iraq should
an attack take place in order to avoid
encouraging and in fact perhaps even
seeing a situation take place in which
terrorism would expand, rather than be
contracted or defeated. What General
Shinseki indicated was that we were
not engaged in a serious ‘‘troops to
task analysis.”

That is what this is about. This is
not about attacking the President
about his opposition to terrorism; it is
whether or not his political policies
have resulted in military activity
which is in fact not only succeeding
but increasing the terrorism that ex-
ists in the world.

Mr. DELAHUNT. And, Mr. Speaker,
the best evidence of that are the recent
attacks both in Saudi Arabia and Tur-
key, one of our erstwhile allies in the
region, who has been supportive of the
United States in the war on terror, who
has been supportive of our natural ally
in the State of Israel. And what we are
beginning to see is the spread of ter-
rorism far from just lIraq, but every-
where around the world.

However, others, again from both
parties, have articulated a criticism.
CHUCK HAGEL, another veteran, some-
one who has experienced combat in
Vietnam, a highly regarded, well-re-
spected Senator, made this statement
back in September, again on a national
TV program. In response to the ques-
tion, ‘“Did the administration mis-
calculate the difficulty of this war?,”
this is what Senator HAGEL said: ‘*Yes,
they did miscalculate it. | think they
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did a miserable job of planning for a
post-Saddam lIraq. They treated most
in the Congress like a nuisance when
we asked questions.”’

Well, | think it is incumbent upon
the President of the United States to
respond to the questions that the peo-
ple’s representatives in both branches
of Congress pose, because it is the peo-
ple of the United States that are losing
their sons and daughters in Iraq. To
date we have already appropriated in
excess of $165 billion that will be paid
for by future generations. And what do
we see? We see a deteriorating situa-
tion.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gen-
tleman will continue to vyield, Mr.
Speaker, we are spending not $87 bil-
lion, but as the gentleman indicated,
upwards of $160 billion just in excess
appropriations, or rather in additional
supplemental appropriations vis-a-vis
Iraq. Yet, when we bring home troops
for rest and recreation purposes, they
are taken to only three cities, and then
they are on their own and they pay
their own bills. That has not been
changed.

I believe the figure is $55 million ap-
proximately that the Congress has put
forward for transportation in the area
of recreation purposes. It is not going
to be enough. We are not even prepared
at this stage to have orderly transi-
tions in terms of rest and recreation
periods, let alone what will now take
place with the transfer of troops.

Mr. DELAHUNT. | am aware of the
gentleman’s expertise in terms of
issues involving national security. | do
not know whether the gentleman had
an opportunity to read just recently
the fact that we are now, for the next
6 months, under the benchmark in
terms of readiness as far as our Army
is concerned. And yet we have members
of the administration, an Under Sec-
retary of State and others, such as
Richard Perle, who is the former chair
of the Defense Policy Board, insinu-
ating that if Syria does not get its act
together, they might be the next one
subject to a military intervention by
the United States.

But having said that, | just want to
go again back so that those who are
listening are aware that that ad at-
tacking Congress, and presumably
Democrats, is just simply untrue.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gen-
tleman will yield for a moment on his
latter point, | was looking through my
notes for a moment, and the gentleman
indicated Mr. Perle. Would this be the
same Mr. Perle, quoting from the Fi-
nancial Times of December 4, that ‘“‘the
Boeing Corporation has taken a $20
million stake in an investment fund
run by Richard Perle, a top Pentagon
adviser, underlining the close links it
has built to Washington’s defense es-
tablishment. Boeing said it made the
investment in Trireme Partners last
year as part of a broad strategy to in-
vest in companies with promising de-
fense-related technologies.”” The Fi-
nancial Times adds, ‘‘Boeing said it
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had no knowledge that Mr. Perle had
advised the company on a controversial
$18 billion deal to lease refueling air-
craft tankers to the U.S. Air Force or
other Pentagon related matters.”

Mr. DELAHUNT. This is the same
Richard Perle, my friend, who was the
former chair but then resigned because
of concerns about conflict of interest.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. As a defense ad-
viser to the Secretary of Defense.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Who, in many re-
spects, was the single most ardent sup-
porter of a leading member of the Iraqi
Governing Council, whose name is
Ahmed Chalabi. And | do not know how
this happened, but he was appointed by
the administration to the lIraqgi Gov-
erning Council without any consulta-
tion with another of our allies in the
region, the Government of Jordan.

So, Mr. Speaker, | do not know if the
gentleman is aware of this, but | dare-
say many who might be watching this
are unaware of it, but Mr. Chalabi was
convicted in Jordan for embezzlement
in the amount of hundreds of millions
of dollars.
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He was sentenced in absentia, and re-
ceived a sentence of 22 years. He is a
convicted felon. Again, | do not want
to get into issues that | think we both
agree do not really go to the heart of
our policy but reflect the failures of
the management of the so-called war
against terror.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman would yield, the reason
this has relevance is because these are
the people who are formulating the pol-
icy. These are the people who are mak-
ing the case for the foundations of the
political policy that we find our troops
having to bear the brunt of. That is the
whole point here. The question is not
whether we are against terror, the
question is not whether there is sup-
port for the troops, the question is do
we have a political policy that is wor-
thy of their sacrifice.

Mr. DELAHUNT. The question is, |
dare say, who is in charge? For me, it
was an interesting Sunday morning
when | listened to the chairman of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
RICHARD LUGAR, again another highly-
respected Republican with considerable
experience in terms of foreign rela-
tions, along with the senior Democrat
on the committee, Senator JOE BIDEN.
When Senator BIDEN made the state-
ment that the President should take
charge, and Tim Russet, who happened
to be the moderator, asked whether
that was good and necessary advice,
Senator LUGAR, the Republican Sen-
ator from the State of Indiana who
chairs the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee said yes, it is, it is very
necessary. | concur with my colleague,
the President has to be the President,
that means the President over the Vice
President and other Secretaries. LUGAR
had just had enough of the administra-
tion’s divided voices, especially the
Vice President’s which he described,
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when referring to the Vice President,
‘‘very, very tough and strident.”

To put out an ad in lowa during a
Presidential Campaign suggesting it
was either the Democrats or Congress
that wanted to retreat on the war on
terror, no, that is not the case. None of
us want to retreat, we want to win, we
do not want to lose, and we are looking
at defeat right now.

Many that are watching here tonight
clearly are familiar with Senator
MCcCAIN who served this country hero-
ically and courageously in Vietnam as
a pilot, who served for many years as a
prisoner of war, and he criticized, as re-
ported in USA Today, just about a
month ago, McCAIN criticized the Bush
Administration conduct of the Iraq war
yesterday, saying the U.S. should send
at least 15,000 more troops, or risk the
most significant global defeat on the
world stage since Vietnam. MCCAIN
said Bush must be more involved in
Iragi decisionmaking and not be influ-
enced by the upcoming Presidential
campaign. McCAIN also challenged the
Rumsfeld assertion that the 132,000
American troops in Iraq can defeat the
insurgency in the country. This is
again Senator MCCAIN’s words, ‘““The
simple truth is we do not have suffi-
cient forces in Irag to meet our mili-
tary objectives.”

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RENzI). The Chair would remind all
Members to refrain from quoting the
Senate, including quotations of indi-
vidual Senators.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
clearly this advertisement to which we
are referring in which the phrase
‘‘some are now attacking the President
for attacking the terrorists,” is meant
to reestablish a link between Iraq, the
attack in Irag and 9/11. That is to say,
there has been a constant drum-beat
attempt by those who advocated this
war in lraq that this was somehow an
extension or expansion or movement
toward a more direct attack on ter-
rorism, whereas no link has been estab-
lished between the attack on the Trade
Towers and the plane crashing in Penn-
sylvania, no link has been established
between that and this attack on Irag.

To the contrary, there is more than
ample evidence to indicate that there
were policymakers around the Presi-
dent who wanted to have this attack on
Irag well before 9/11, and 9/11 became
the excuse for them to bring this back
up, move it into the forefront and, in
fact, displace the war on terror, the re-
sponse to the attack on terror.

That is, in fact, not just what was
implied in this ad, but this is clearly
an attempt on a political basis to try
to reestablish that in the minds of
Americans across the Nation so that
this becomes a defense of this failed
policy in Iraq.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, let us
remember for a moment this it was
practically a unanimous vote with one
exception, over 400 Members of this
House voted to support, the gentleman
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and | included, to support the interven-
tion in Afghanistan because, clearly,
there was a haven for the terrorists
there. There were al Qaeda camps
there. There was al Qaeda training
there. But now let us stop for a mo-
ment and examine what has happened
in Afghanistan. What has happened in
Afghanistan, if this administration is
really serious about the war on terror,
we are facing a crisis in Afghanistan.
They have the responsibility.

I do not know if the gentleman is
aware, but after the overwhelming vic-
tory by the military in Afghanistan, in
the 2003 budget the dollars that were
appropriated or recommended by the
administration for reconstruction and
support for Afghanistan amounted to
nothing, not a single dollar.

Fortunately, this House and this
Senate appropriated some $800 million.
But stop for a moment and realize that
those that attacked the United States
on 9/11, al Qaeda, Osama bin Laden,
those terrorists that were clearly pos-
ing an imminent and direct threat to
Americans everywhere, and still do, are
multiplying like fishes and loaves,
were headquartered in Afghanistan and
protected by the Taliban regime. It has
been 2 years, and what is happening in
Afghanistan?

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman would yield, | think we
see in the dialogue that has taken
place between Secretary Powell and
our NATO allies, the answer to that
question. The NATO allies are not
going to increase to the degree they
have any troops there at all, and they
do have some in insignificant numbers.
The Italians, for example, have police
officers, and so on, but insignificant
numbers. They are reluctant at best, if
not outright hostile, toward the idea of
increasing their presence in lraqg for a
simple reason, it is the NATO forces in
Afghanistan that are bearing the brunt
of trying to deal with the continuing
battle that is going on there against
terrorism. That war on terror was not
won in Afghanistan, it is ongoing. It is
ongoing as we speak. We do not have
sufficient forces, let alone intelligence
there, right now.

The gentleman may know we now
have to deal with the horrifying con-
sequences and stories that will be
going around based on what happened
in Afghanistan within the last 36 hours
where nine children were killed in an
attempt to try to take a presumed mil-
itant, whatever the word is these days
that is attached to anybody that we
can presume to be an enemy.

We do not have sufficient forces, we
do not have sufficient assets, we do not
have sufficient concentration of intel-
ligence efforts in Afghanistan right
now because we are diverted in Iraq.

Mr. DELAHUNT. And the American
people should know that the Taliban
and al Qaeda are experiencing a resur-
gence in the border area of Afghanistan
with Pakistan. They are coming back.
We are on the verge of losing the war
against terror. We are not retreating,
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but we are finding ourselves on the
verge of losing.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
this is precisely the point that we are
trying to make, and have been trying
to make here in Iraq Watch, over and
over again. By engaging as we are in
Irag right now, we are actually under-
mining our capacity to confront terror,
whether in its most physically mani-
fest form in Afghanistan or in the re-
cruitment and the propaganda that is
now sweeping the Islamic world with
regard to whether or not America is
now an enemy that must be fought at
all costs. We are increasing the number
of people who can succumb to that
kind of message because of what we are
doing in lrag and what we are not
doing in Afghanistan.

Mr. DELAHUNT. And yet months ago
the White House was attempting to
call Afghanistan a success stories; but
they failed to commit the necessary re-
sources, and now we have a chaotic and
increasingly dangerous country where
violence is the norm, where the
Taliban is returning, and one can only
see that we are on the verge of repeat-
ing the same mistake in lIrag. Can
Members just imagine in terms of the
prestige and the influence of the
United States, not just in that region
but all over the Muslim world, as well
as the entire globe, what would happen
in terms of the erosion of our stature.

There was a very good analytical
piece done by a columnist by the name
of Jake Kaplan, and | want to quote
what he said 4 or 5 months ago. ‘““As we
reconsider reconstruction plans in lraq
and the administration promises to de-
mocratize the country, it is worth tak-
ing a look at our liberalization of Af-
ghanistan. A year later, many of the
atrocities we thought would stop still
continue, and even Bush’s allies in the
Senate on Afghanistan think we have
undercommitted to efforts that could
truly change that country for the bet-
ter. ’Afghanistan’s experience does not
bode very well for the upcoming one,’
said Steven Burke of the Center for
International Conflict Resolution, who
just returned from 16 days in Afghani-
stan in early March. It is a country
that needs attention and commitment,
but there is an inclination to with-
draw.”

And there is an ad that says that
Congress is retreating? Who are these
people that are retreating from the war
on terror? And yet no dollars in the
2003 budget submitted by the adminis-
tration were incorporated into that
budget for Afghanistan, and that ad
runs? That is more than an untruth.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, we
may not be financing what is necessary
for either troop movements or political
stability in Afghanistan, but | can as-
sure the gentleman, | am sorry to say
that financing is nonetheless taking
place in Afghanistan except it is going
to be for terror.
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We now have more poppies being
grown, more heroin being processed,
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and more trading in heroin than ever
before in the history of Afghanistan,
than ever before in the history of any
nation on the face of the Earth. |
should say any region on the face of
the Earth, because clearly Afghanistan
does not rate the name of nation now
in terms of commerce and stability and
political equilibrium that we associate
with the term. The only thing that is
stable, the only thing that is growing,
the only thing that is expanding, the
only thing that is a sure thing in Af-
ghanistan is there is more heroin being
traded for more money that is going to
find its way into the pockets of those
who are financing terrorism.

Mr. DELAHUNT. And come to the
streets and the communities and the
neighborhoods in this country. There is
one statistic the gentleman might be
interested in. Since our intervention 2
years ago in Afghanistan, opium pro-
duction has increased 19-fold and be-
come the major source of the world’s
heroin. Who is retreating? | want to
win, and | know you want to win. That
opium production will fuel terrorism.
By the way, President Karzai, whom |
believe is a man of great courage, it is
well known among all the inter-
national observers and participants in
the efforts to assist Afghanistan that
he cannot leave Kabul for fear of being
assassinated. His brother, who rep-
resents the government in southern
Kandahar, which is a province in Af-
ghanistan, was very blunt to a re-
porter. He said recently, “It’s like | am
seeing the same movie twice and no
one is trying to fix the problem. What
was promised to Afghans with the col-
lapse of the Taliban was a new life of
hope and change. But what was deliv-
ered? Nothing. There have been no sig-
nificant changes for the people.”
Hamid Karzai says he does not know
what to say to people anymore. And
who is retreating? Who is allowing ter-
rorism to experience a renaissance, if
you will, in Afghanistan, after the
promises were made by this adminis-
tration?

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gen-
tleman will yield, | think the answer is
very, very clear. All of our assets,
human and otherwise, are being con-
centrated in Iraq, or that area of the
world which purports to be Iraqg. As the
gentleman knows, Iraq is a construct
of the post-World War | colonial pow-
ers, particularly Great Britain and
France. And so even the idea that there
is a political construct there that can
be referred to for elections or anything
else is little more than fiction to begin
with. The plain fact of the matter is
that we cannot move forward in Af-
ghanistan because the assets that are
needed there, particularly financial,
are being wasted right now in Irag.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Again, | do not
want those that might be watching us
this evening having this conversation
to think that simply because you and |
are Democrats that there are not con-
cerns that have been expressed by
Members in the majority party. There
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was an article that appeared in a maga-
zine that circulates here in Washington
particularly among Members and those
that work on Capitol Hill. This is back
several weeks ago in Roll Call. The ar-
ticle is entitled, ‘““As Supplemental
Heads to Conference, Members Warn of
Cautionary Tale in Afghanistan.”
Members are using the war-torn nation
as an example of what not to do in
Irag. ‘““‘Remember, Afghanistan was the
haven for Osama bin Laden and al
Qaeda,” I am quoting now from Rep-
resentative JIM KoOLBE, chair of the Ap-
propriations Committee in this body on
foreign relations. He said there has
been some neglect of it. He was refer-
ring to the 2-year U.S. effort to rebuild
Afghanistan after toppling its repres-
sive and terrorist-shielding Taliban
government.

Representative LEwIS, our colleague
from California who chairs the appro-
priations subcommittee on defense,
said, ‘“One really does need to under-
stand the challenges we face in lIrag.
We should not leave vacuums like we
did in Afghanistan. A failed state there
could be an incubator for terrorism
again but the resources have not al-
ways followed the policy.”” Again, there
is Senator LUGAR.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gen-
tleman will yield, | will tell you where
we do have a visible presence, where we
do meet the criteria that is stated and
enunciated by Representative LEWIS
and the good Senator. We now have
barbed wire villages. Those images are
going all around the world as we speak.
We are now creating our own areas of
concentration camps and villages com-
plete with identification cards that
have to be shown to American soldiers
so that people, and | say people, I am
talking women, children, men, entire
villages now are being processed
through barbed wire into their own vil-
lages.

Mr. DELAHUNT. It is called winning
the hearts and minds of the people, |
presume.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. The parallel,
and | am not one to draw analogies to
Vietnam because | think most of those
kinds of comparisons tend to be inex-
act and then you end up in useless
kinds of arguments as to exactitude,
but the parallels are there. You may
recall the rather infamous phrase asso-
ciated with our pacification policy in
Vietnam. We had to destroy the village
in order to save it. Now in order to sta-
bilize Irag, we have to take barbed wire
and surround whole villages with it. So
I think the question here is, at this
stage, what is to be done? How are we
to regard the war on terror and what
the relationship of the attack on Bagh-
dad and the subsequent war which fol-
lowed it, how is that to be handled?
How is that to be addressed by the
United States?

We are told, and again these cliches
and bromides come fast and furious,
that we should not cut and run. | am
going to have to presume, | guess, that
I know what cutting and running
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means. It means that you stop doing
what you are doing and you leave. | do
not know whether anybody noticed it
or not, | certainly noticed, about No-
vember 15, that is precisely what Mr.
Bush and Mr. Bremer concluded, that
the United States was going to cut and
run. That is what we are doing right
now. The problem is that we are not
admitting that that is what we are
doing and we are sacrificing the Re-
serves and the Guard and the active
duty military that is there now and
that which will be going there to this
continued failed policy without admit-
ting what we are doing.

We are turning over supposedly con-
veniently, just before the election in
2004, turning over, supposedly, the
present occupation to a government in
Irag. If that is not cutting and running,
| do not know what is. Are we going to
turn over control, such as it might be,
to some governing entity in lraq, or
are we not? And if we are, what con-
stitutes that governing entity, this
farce of an advisory group that we have
there? Shiite clerics? The ill-equipped
and untrained police forces that we
have cobbled together? Or perhaps we
are going to turn it over to this new
paramilitary army made up of armed
members of various political parties in
Irag. A paramilitary force.

And we have the gall to turn to the
American people and say, ‘“Well, they
are preparing to defend themselves.”
They are preparing to cut each other’s
throats. They are preparing to fight
one another, not just politically but
with guns and bullets. The fact of the
matter is that there is utter and com-
plete political chaos in Iraq that is not
being addressed by existing military
policy of the United States.

Mr. DELAHUNT. And they made the
same, and continue to make the same,
mistake in Afghanistan. After more
than 18 months now, only about 7,000
troops have completed training under
British and French and American offi-
cers. That program has been delayed by
desertions and political interference
from Afghan warlords. At this point in
time, it was estimated there would be
50 or 60,000 in the Afghan police and in
the Afghan military. And they expect
that they are going to have in June a
national election. If they have a na-
tional election, one can only imagine
the magnitude of violence that will
occur.

We are losing the war on terror, Mr.
President. We are not retreating. What
we are imploring you to do is to con-
sult with Congress. Do not consider
Congress as a nuisance. Listen to the
Jim Leaches, to the Chuck Hagels, to
the John McCains, and to others that
have valuable insights in terms of what
war is truly about and, most impor-
tantly, how to make peace and protect
the Americans and our national secu-
rity interests, and tell the RNC to take
that ad off, because it is a lie. It is not
just an untruth.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gen-
tleman will yield, | will tell you what
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we are going to have to do in the mean-
time, then, to try and protect those
troops that are already there and to
try and find an exit strategy worthy of
the name that can allow us the oppor-
tunity to turn over some kind of polit-
ical capacity in Iraq. There is a bill
going forward that hopefully will be
signed on a bipartisan basis to increase
the end strength of the armed services,
the Army and Marines in particular,
and | am afraid now we are going to
have to include the Air Force. At one
point | think if we had handled this, we
would not have had to add the Air
Force. Since 1995, |1 for one and others
on the Committee on Armed Services
and other interested parties have been
urging, so this goes beyond the present
administration.

We are not trying to draw distinc-
tions there. Since 1995, some of us have
been urging an increase in the end
strength. That is an inside baseball
term in the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices for increasing the number of
troops in the Army and in the Marine
Corps, because we could see the kinds
of deployments that were taking place,
whether it was in Kosovo, whether it
was in Bosnia, in other words, in East-
ern Europe, whether it was in the Phil-
ippines. No matter where it was and no
matter what the reasons may have
been, no matter how one felt about it
one way or the other, the plain fact of
the matter is that there was sufficient
support to warrant these deployments,
and we did not have the troop strength
available to do it. We do not yet have
a reinstitution of the draft.

When people talk about the war on
terrorism, most people are watching it
on television. We are depending on a
volunteer force to do that. What sac-
rifices have we made? Some inconven-
ience in an airport? Somebody running,
as they did for me yesterday when |
flew here, running their wands over
your shoes? Having you hold your arms
out so that they can check your watch?
Examining your baggage? What kind of
sacrifice is that? At most it is an in-
convenience.

The only sacrifice that we have made
as a population since 9/11 is we post-
poned the Super Bowl one week. An in-
convenience. That is the only sacrifice
that has been made. This is being
watched on television. This is being ob-
served. We get the little tear in the eye
and we get the flag being waved around
those who are in Walter Reed or in Be-
thesda Hospital right now with griev-
ous wounds. The sacrifice of the troops
is not the point here. It is the sacrifice
of those troops on a battlefield of cor-
rupt political policy unworthy of the
troops that are out there. And | tell
you this, we cannot sustain with the
existing Guard and Reserves that we
have in this country the continual de-
ployment into Irag and still meet the
necessities that we have outlined with
respect to Afghanistan. That does not
even begin to include questions about
North Korea or any other place that
United States troops may or may not
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be needed in the future as a result of
some activity, other kinds of terrorist
activity in other places around the
world. We are not prepared. We are not
able to engage in deployments with re-
spect to terror in the rest of the world
because of the failure of our policies in
Irag and our failure to understand the
true nature of what was necessary in
Afghanistan.
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Mr. DELAHUNT. What is refreshing
is within the past 2 or 3 weeks there
has been some candor on the part of
representatives of the administration.
In a recent story in the Washington
Post back on November 19, the new
U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan made
this acknowledgment: He gave the ad-
ministration’s bleakest assessment yet
of security conditions in Afghanistan,
saying that a regrouping of the Taliban
and al Qaeda, increased drug traf-
ficking, and even common criminals
are hampering Karsai in the transition
to democracy. Taliban rebels have dra-
matically stepped up operations in re-
cent months, and Khalilzad, who is our
Ambassador, said, ‘““Common criminals
and al Qaeda followers are increasingly
active.”

Just be honest with the American
people. Do not talk about Congress not
supporting the war on terror or Demo-
crats not supporting the war on terror
or selected Republicans not supporting
the war on terror. Every American has
an interest in defeating those that
would attack this country. Do not
question motives. Do not question peo-
ple’s patriotism. Do not question the
effort to create a policy. Many of us in-
cluding myself and the gentleman from
Hawaii opposed American intervention
in Irag, and | stand by that decision
proudly. But now that we are there, do
not politicize the efforts that are being
made to deal with these egregious con-
ditions in lrag and in Afghanistan
when this administration has made
promises to those people and to the
American people and are not living up
to them.

What | found fascinating was a secret
memo, a secret memorandum, that was
authored by the Secretary of Defense,
Mr. Rumsfeld, who was widely known
or at least widely believed to be an ar-
dent hawk about military intervention;
who, along with the Vice President and
Under Secretary Wolfowitz, told the
American people that our military per-
sonnel would be greeted with flowers
and bands and welcomed as liberators.
But now the reality has set in. And in
a secret memorandum, Secretary
Rumsfeld is expressing concerns about
whether we are winning the war on ter-
rorism, and he posed two interesting
questions in this secret memorandum
that was leaked so the American peo-
ple could find out what was going on in
terms of the administration’s honest
assessment. ‘““Are we winning or losing
the global war on terror?’” was one of
the questions. And “‘Is our current situ-
ation such that the harder we work,
the behinder we get?”’
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It is indeed unfortunate that politics
would be allowed to play a role in deci-
sions where not just America tax dol-
lars of a magnitude that will clearly at
a point in our future become a drag on
our economy because we are borrowing
those dollars, remember, and the grant
we gave them, we are not going to get
it back. But even more importantly,
our men and women find themselves at
risk in terms of their personal safety
every day. This is not a place for poli-
tics. This is not a place for attack ads.
And | dare say that if that is the strat-
egy that is being designed by the Presi-
dent’s political advisor, it will back-
fire, because the American people, they
get it. They really get it.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAHUNT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Hawaii.

Mr. ACKERMAN. The acting Sec-
retary of the Army | am afraid has not
gotten that particular message because
in relation to right in my own district
out in Hawaii, the movement of troops
out of the 25th up at Schofield Bar-
racks, out into Asia and into Iraq, the
movement of Guard and Reserve
troops, indicated that this was justified
on the basis that if we did not fight
them, presumably whoever these peo-
ple are, terrorists and opposition, mili-
tary opposition, fight them over there,
wherever ‘“there’ is, that we would be
fighting them here, that is to say, in
the United States. The clear link there
obviously is that had we not attacked
Iraq, Irag would somehow be attacking
the United States, that somehow we
would be the victims of an assault by
Iraq or the forces of Iraq and presum-
ably by that meaning Saddam Hussein.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, they
still cannot find the weapons of mass
destruction. And, by the way, | do not
know if the American people are aware
of this, but it has cost and will cost the
American taxpayer simply to look, to
secure the experts, secure the exper-
tise, to look for these weapons of mass
destruction, which by now there is an
overwhelming consensus that they do
not exist and that they never existed.
It is costing the American taxpayers $1
billion. Just think of what $1 billion
could do for Hawaii or for Massachu-
setts. | mean, | guess, that is a subject
for another night.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, precisely my
point is that it serves little good both
to a sensible and reasonable and ra-
tional dialogue as to what steps we
should take now with regard to our oc-
cupation in lrag and the continuing
military operations in Afghanistan, it
does little good for us to engage in a
dialogue in which these kinds of accu-
sations are made or these kinds of ob-
servations such as | have just outlined:
If we do not fight them there, we will
have to fight them there. This is hard-
ly worthy of the Secretary of the Army
let alone any high official of the gov-
ernment. It is hardly worthy of any-
body to say some are attacking the
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President for attacking terrorists. |
mean it is stupid on its face to say
something like that, and it is clearly
meant to be provocative and political
without forming any kind of an en-
lightenment with respect to the issues
at hand. What needs to be done, and |
think that the Iraqg Watch that we have
been engaged in these past weeks is in-
dicative of this, that what needs to be
done is to have this kind of dialogue.
We do not have the hearings. We do not
have the dialogue during the regular
course of the day.

We are getting ready to recess. The
Congress is going out of business in the
midst of this winter. There will be no
recess in the wars. There will be no re-
cess in the killing. There will be no re-
cess in the wounding. There will be no
recess in the political implications. |
can assure the Members of that. We are
reaping a whirlwind of hatred and dis-
trust across the world such as we have
not faced certainly in my memory. The
United States has always represented a
beacon of hope to people. In our worst
excesses and in times when there has
been the most argument, even within
the borders of the United States as to
what our policy should be or should not
be, it has always at least had as our
fundamental base that we were trying
to do the right thing by way of our co-
operation with others, by way of our
respect for other people; and yet today
our whole policy is we are going to do
as we please. We are going to take up
the issues as we see fit, and whether
anybody else wants to involve them-
selves with us, that is tough. We do not
care. That is not a foreign policy. That
way lies blindness and defeat for this
country.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for his remarks.

———

THE REPUBLICAN MEDICARE
LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RENZzI1). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 7, 2003, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to take to the floor this evening to
discuss the Medicare legislation that
the President signed today. And need-
less to say, | am very critical of the
legislation which was essentially and
primarily sponsored by the Republican
leadership, and, obviously, supported
by the President of the United States.
And | know that the President signed
the bill with great fanfare today, but
certainly from the reaction that | have
been getting in my district and
throughout the State, because | was in
various locations around the State of
New Jersey over the last 2 weeks when
we had our Thanksgiving recess, the
reaction amongst New Jerseyans has
been overwhelmingly against the bill.
And | have to say that the concerns
that | am hearing from senior citizens
in New Jersey, and | am sure this is
echoed throughout the country, are
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