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have heard some of my colleagues who, 
giving them the benefit of the doubt, I 
think are ignorant somewhat of the 
facts, who attack the fact that we have 
ski areas out in the West or that we 
have, God forbid, we cut some timber 
off some of this land out there or we 
have recreation or we have mountain 
bikes that we allow on government 
lands or we go horseback riding or we 
allow animals grazing. Before any of 
you sign on some of these ‘‘dear col-
league’’ letters that condemn use on 
public lands, come to some of us who 
live in it, come to some of us who expe-
rience it every day of our lives, whose 
families have for generations and gen-
erations lived on these public lands or 
lived on little private holdings that are 
completely surrounded by these public 
lands and ask us about those issues. 

So, again, this evening, one, I would 
like you to go away with remembering 
where the bulk of public lands are in 
this country. They are in the West. 
Proportionately speaking, there are 
only a fraction of the public lands held 
in the East. And by the way, an inter-
esting history story to help you re-
member that, in the State of Texas, 
Texas as you know was its own country 
at one time and before Texas agreed to 
join this great Nation, the United 
States, one of their conditions was that 
the government could never own land 
within the boundaries of the State of 
Texas without permission of the people 
of the State of Texas. The only State 
to my understanding of the Union that 
is like that. Alaska should have done 
that; 98 percent of Alaska is owned by 
the government. 

So keep that in mind. That is where 
the bulk of it is. And the second thing, 
to be repetitive, but it is so important, 
is the largest percentage of moisture, 
73 percent, almost three-quarters of the 
precipitation and water in this coun-
try, is in the East on the private lands. 
It is on these lands out here where I 
live, this is where we get in this area, 
except for the northwest right up here, 
this big bulk of public lands here gets 
14 percent of the water. 

So I urge my colleagues this evening, 
do not sign on to these ‘‘dear col-
league’’ letters that say take down 
Lake Powell. Lake Powell is a vital re-
source to the survival of the people of 
the West. Do not sign on to these let-
ters that say we should get rid of the 
concept of the multiple use. Do not 
sign on to these letters that say get rid 
of all the roads on public lands. Do not 
sign on to these letters that say, for 
example, take all of this, put people off 
and put a wilderness designation. And 
wilderness is a positive term, but what 
it means in legal terms when you title 
it wilderness has huge, huge ramifica-
tions on the people that are around it. 

So in summary I say this: public 
lands are an important part of this 
country. They are property of the 
country. The people of this country do 
own that, but you have to give consid-
eration to the people who live on those 
lands and the vitality of those people 
to be able to survive. 

With that, I will wrap up my com-
ments. I look forward to continuing 
this. We will go into much more detail 
in a couple nights on water and the 
consumption of water and the recy-
cling of water.

f 

IRAQ WATCH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FEENEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HOEFFEL) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, for 5 or 
6 weeks, a number of us have been com-
ing to the floor to discuss our Nation’s 
involvement and our role in Iraq. We 
have at least four times come here, 
four of us, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL), 
and the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE), and have had a discus-
sion and a lively give and take about 
Iraq, about what is going right over 
there, what is going wrong, trying to 
seek the truth, trying to suggest policy 
changes, trying to have a full discus-
sion and report to the people of this 
country. And we have decided to do 
this every week, every week that the 
House is in session as long as our coun-
try is involved in Iraq. 

We are going to call ourselves the 
Iraq Watch because we think that 
there are important public policy mat-
ters that the American people need to 
be aware of, that Congress needs to 
focus on, we need to ask questions 
about, seek information about, to clar-
ify, to seek policy changes, to make 
some changes and fundamentally to re-
port to the people of this country on 
what we know and what we think we 
all ought to know about what has hap-
pened in Iraq. 

Now, of the four I named, two of us 
voted in favor of the military author-
ity sought by the President and two of 
us voted ‘‘no’’ to exercise that author-
ity. But we all were sold, as was the en-
tire Congress and the American people, 
with great certainty by the adminis-
tration and by the President that Sad-
dam Hussein had weapons of mass de-
struction last fall when the vote was 
approaching and that he was trying to 
develop more. The certainty was ex-
pressed in public. The certainty was ex-
pressed in private. 

I have, along with a number of Mem-
bers of Congress, attended a briefing at 
the White House, one of a series of 
briefings. In my case, we were briefed 
by Condoleezza Rice, the National Se-
curity Advisor, and George Tenet, the 
director of the CIA. We were told with 
certainty that Saddam Hussein had 
weapons of mass destruction and was 
trying to develop more. 

Now, there is no question that in the 
past Hussein had weapons of mass de-
struction. That has been proven. He 
used them. He used weapons of mass 
destruction against his own people. He 
used them against the Kurds. And he 

used them against innocent civilians in 
Iraq. He used them in murderous ways. 
That is beyond question. But what we 
were told is that he had them in the 
fall of 2002, that he was developing 
more, and that he was an impediment 
to the peace in the Middle East and to 
our Nation’s security and because of 
that imminent threat, we needed to ex-
ercise preemptive military power to 
disarm Saddam Hussein. 

I voted for it. I would do so again 
being told the same information as we 
were told then. I imagine that some of 
my colleagues who voted ‘‘no’’ would 
vote ‘‘no’’ again. But the question is we 
are discovering that things may not 
have been just what we thought they 
were. We certainly have won a great 
military victory. Our armed services, 
our young men and women in uniform 
performed admirably and with great 
courage in Iraq. But we have got two 
questions, this group has two ques-
tions: Fundamentally, is our military 
mission complete and are we winning 
the peace in Iraq? And I would submit 
before I yield to my colleagues that the 
military mission is not complete and 
cannot be complete as long as there 
has not been an accounting of the 
weapons of mass destruction, where are 
they and who controls them, and what 
went wrong regarding our intelligence, 
how was our intelligence collected, and 
how was it used by the White House 
and by the political leadership, and are 
we doing the right things from a policy 
standpoint to win the peace. 

And I suggest that this group of four 
and many of our colleagues have a lot 
of questions about this. I know those 
questions are shared by the American 
people; I hope we can give voice to 
these questions in this Iraq Watch. I 
hope we can come up with some an-
swers or seek those answers from the 
administration, and I hope we can re-
port back on a regular basis once a 
week to the American people. 

I yield now to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL). 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. HOEFFEL) for organizing 
this. It is interesting that you noted we 
were militarily successful, and I think 
everybody takes pride in what our men 
and women in uniform did in pursuing 
the mission that they were on. 

What I think is unfortunate is that 
they went into that mission without a 
plan for the occupation and without a 
sense of how to seek and secure that 
peace once the war was over. And that 
is something that the civilian leaders, 
that is the type of leadership that the 
civilian leaders needed to provide and 
did not. 

Let me give you an example of that 
point. After the war and hostilities 
ceased in both Bosnia and Kosovo, not 
a single American soldier was killed in 
action after the hostility ceased. Why? 
Because in both cases we had a plan for 
the occupation, and we had allies, two 
things missing in this endeavor.

VerDate Jan 31 2003 04:05 Jul 15, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00086 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K14JY7.157 H14PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6693July 14, 2003
b 2145 

As recently as May, when the De-
fense Department said we could have 
won the war and secured peace with 
50,000 troops, we now have 150,000 
troops. Today there was an announce-
ment that there would be postpone-
ment of any troops going home. So no 
family member knows an exact date as 
far as the eye can see on the horizon, 
and there may even be a further call-up 
for further troops. 

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

Mr. HOEFFEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, as my 
colleague put it also today, India has 
made a decision through its democratic 
process that it will not send troops un-
less there is a United Nations resolu-
tion. What I am very, very concerned 
about is, are we going to end up in Iraq 
with a vast majority of troops assigned 
there to ensure security and stability 
as Americans? 

We have heard from the Secretary of 
Defense, Mr. Rumsfeld, that there will 
be additional foreign troops sent to 
Iraq, but when we ask the question 
where are these troops coming from, 
what are their numbers, we are met 
with silence basically. Again, there are 
reports coming from military sources 
that indicate that if the situation con-
tinues to deteriorate in Iraq we very 
well might need double, double, the 
number of troops to ensure again sta-
bility and security for the Iraqi people. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to note that on the occupation, 
not only are our troops there, 150,000 
U.S. troops now, permanently sta-
tioned there, and as my colleague 
noted that there are other countries 
who will not, like India, participate 
without the U.N. There is nothing that 
has occurred in the postwar Iraq that 
was not predictable or foreseen pre the 
war. And I think that although there is 
a great argument about 16 words that 
were legitimately said in the well of 
this Chamber, the people’s House, and 
it is a legitimate question, I think one 
of the greatest travesties, and I would 
hope that we would have an inquiry in 
either the House or the other Chamber, 
any investigation, on how we went to 
war without an exit strategy. 

There has been a bipartisan agree-
ment for a long time that we never will 
send American troops, at least post-
Vietnam, we would never send Amer-
ican troops into combat without know-
ing how to exit. We have no plan for 
the peace and we have no plan to se-
cure the exit of our American men and 
women. 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I can as-
sure the gentleman, as the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT) 
can, that there was no lack of trying to 
get that exit strategy from the admin-
istration last fall. I wrote letters to the 
President. I know the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT) partici-
pated in similar efforts. He and I serve 
on the Committee on International Re-

lations. There was great efforts at 
hearings as well as individual letters 
written to the administration seeking 
information. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, if I 
may ask then, the gentleman sought 
pre the war, when there was still the 
debate in this country going on, if we 
are there, we win, how are we coming 
home. That question was attempted to 
seek an answer? 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Yes. 
Mr. DELAHUNT. And there were 

never any answers to those questions. 
Mr. HOEFFEL. The gentleman is cor-

rect, there were not answers. And there 
were many more questions, certainly 
in my letter? How much will it cost? 
How many troops will it take? How 
many allies will go in with us? How 
many allies will stay with us in the 
post-conflict exercise? 

The military victory was never in 
doubt. No one doubted that, but the 
question was what kind of risk were we 
assuming, would we have friends to 
help us, to absorb some of the cost and 
to take on some of the responsibility so 
that the United States would not alone 
be the subject of frustration and anger 
after the fact, which is exactly what is 
happening. 

Thirty American soldiers have been 
assassinated, attacked, ambushed and 
assassinated since the President de-
clared military victory. About 75 alto-
gether have died, but 30 have been 
killed directly. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would continue to yield for 
a second, according to the Associated 
Press today, I think as well both killed 
and died in a humvee accident, there 
has been 84 deaths in 79 days since the 
President landed on the Lincoln air-
craft carrier. Eighty-four Americans 
have died, 30 plus through assassina-
tion, others through humvees turning 
over, other accidents, but 84 Americans 
are not coming home to their loved 
ones, to see their children. There is no 
doubt. 

I think that that, to me, one of the 
great travesties here is that there is 
not a plan for the occupation. There is 
not a plan for the exit strategy. And 
last week we learned now finally after, 
I do not know why we have to browbeat 
this answer, but we have spent and are 
planning on spending $1 billion a week. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. As far as the eye 
can see. 

Mr. EMANUEL. That is right, a min-
imum of 4 years. That is $50 billion a 
year if my math works, and I still I 
think I am pretty good at it. That 
comes to $200 billion on the occupation 
side of Iraq. We spend $12 billion, $12 
billion on just college assistance at the 
Federal level, $12 billion versus $200 
billion. Two billion dollars would give 
health insurance to every uninsured 
American and guarantee a bare min-
imum for the other, not just the 42 mil-
lion but those who are actually being 
cut from the rolls. 

There is much that we can do here at 
home for that same cost, not that we 

are not for the reconstruction of Iraq. 
Now that we have won the war, I think 
we all believe that it is pretty essential 
to invest in Iraq’s future, but, remem-
ber, this is the very time that we are 
going to invest. This is $50 billion we 
are going to spend now on Iraq this 
year for the occupation. 

Our colleagues and a number of them 
have a rebuild America account for $50 
billion to be roads, bridges, economic 
development, investment in infrastruc-
ture to move people and goods and 
services. We will not find the money 
for that. Yet we are going to do more 
deficit financing and burden our coun-
try with debt to build $50 billion worth 
of occupation resources for Iraq. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I 
think it is important to note that 
those estimates, and my colleague just 
used them of $50 billion, are based on 
what we know today. The reality is, 
back in April, Secretary Rumsfeld re-
cently acknowledged that the amount 
of dollars necessary, simply for the 
military presence, put aside the cost of 
reconstruction, that estimate has dou-
bled from some $2 billion to $4 billion a 
month. I dare say that I would not be 
surprised if 6 months from now we find 
that that $4 billion estimate has mush-
roomed to a significantly higher 
amount. 

I think we also owe a debt to the re-
cently retired General of the Army, 
General Shinseki, who when he men-
tioned that at least 200,000 troops was 
necessary to ensure peace and stability 
in Iraq, that estimate by the General 
was dismissed, in fact derided, by Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, who mentioned a fig-
ure of 125,000. This is beginning to re-
mind me of those CBO estimates, about 
surplus, of trillions of dollars of sur-
pluses on an annual basis that have 
turned into deficits as far as the eye 
can see. 

So, again, the number of troops and 
the estimate of just the cost of sus-
taining a military presence there is $4 
billion. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, as 
my colleague knows, as I think all my 
colleagues know, as they obviously 
tried to get answers to how we were 
going to secure the country, how many 
allies we are going to have, what was 
our exit strategy, and it was like pull-
ing teeth to get that. We tried to get 
answers to the questions how much 
would it cost, how many troops. Any-
body that spoke in the hundreds of 
thousands were forced out. 

Now we are trying to get answers for 
who put a statement in the President’s 
State of the Union, and we are now 
ended up blaming the Italians it looks 
like. First, it was the British. The Brit-
ish blamed the Italians. The Italians 
say they do not know where the docu-
ment came from. 

The director of the CIA, all the men 
and women in Virginia have done a 
wonderful job dedicating their lives to 
trying to assess information and give 
our civilian leaders the best intel-
ligence and estimates they have, and 
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every time we try to get information it 
is pulling teeth. 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, we know exactly whose 
fault it was. It is George Tenet. That is 
what Condoleeza Rice is saying. That is 
what the Vice President is saying. 
Everybody’s quite willing to blame 
George Tenet for that information 
being in the State of the Union that 
should not have been there. Does any-
body in this House or watching 
throughout America believe that 
George Tenet alone is responsible? 

Mr. EMANUEL. Single-handedly. 
Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will 

yield, I have written a few or partici-
pated in a few of the processes of writ-
ing a State of the Union. 

In October, this line about gathering 
uranium from Niger was edited out of 
the President’s speech. The way it 
works in the White House is that 
speech is sent around to the NSE team. 
So State looks at it, Defense looks at 
it, CIA looks at it, FBI I am sure gets 
a little clearance through Justice, 
probably not the FBI, and they check 
the assignment. There is an editing. 
The national security staff underneath 
Condoleeza Rice has to run that proc-
ess. So the same people that were 
working on the October speech that 
dismissed this assessment of Niger was 
the same group working on the State 
of the Union. How one person is respon-
sible, that what was a team effort in 
October but has become a single person 
failure in January, only 3 months 
later, when nothing changed, as we 
would say back in Chicago, that dog 
just will not hunt. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Do they really say 
that in Chicago? 

Mr. EMANUEL. Periodically, on the 
northwest side, we have a couple of 
dogs that hunt. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, can I 
just add to that? 

I was interested in the comments 
that were made by representatives of 
the administration during the course of 
the past 3 or 4 days, including the 
statement obviously by the director of 
Central Intelligence. 

Unfortunately, as my colleague 
points out, the statements themselves 
I think create more confusion. There is 
more ambiguity and less clarity now as 
to what happened. So while it might be 
that George Tenet, the director of Cen-
tral Intelligence, ought to have made a 
comment about the inclusion of the ac-
cusation relative to the West Africa 
country of Niger, I guess the question 
is, who put those words in there to 
begin with? Who put it in there? 

I will tell my colleagues what I find. 
I think the only reasonable conclusion 
that can be drawn is that we have dif-
ferent agencies or individuals within 
the agencies that have access to infor-
mation, that we are not commu-
nicating with each other. And that 
should really profoundly disturb all of 
us in the aftermath of the tragedy of 
September 11 because we should have 
learned from the attack on the United 

States on September 11 that coopera-
tion and coordination are essential. 

For example, the gentleman from Il-
linois references the President made a 
speech on October 7 in Cincinnati. 
There was a reference to the purchase 
of highly enriched uranium from Niger. 
During the course of the review of that 
particular speech, the CIA correctly 
warned the President not to use that 
intelligence in that particular speech. 
Maybe he forgot about that particular 
process. Maybe he was unaware of it. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, what I 
want to try to do is try to demystify 
this process. It was not like the CIA 
got the speech and itself edited it out. 
This is a coordinated process. National 
security does it, its team. There is a 
domestic team. There is an economic 
team. So when the CIA probably said, 
no, you cannot use this, everybody’s 
eyes in State, Defense, NSE, 
everybody’s eyes saw that it was not 
valid. That is the same team that edits 
and previews and reviews the Presi-
dent’s speech in January. So everybody 
who was participatory in the October 
speech was the same body sitting in 
the room participating in the State of 
the Union speech.

b 2200 

I think again people this weekend, 
for whom George Tenet seems to be 
wearing the laundry, or they are 
throwing him under the truck, remem-
ber, this was not good enough 2 weeks 
later for the Secretary of State who 
said, and I am quoting, ‘‘This is crap, I 
am not going to use this.’’ The Sec-
retary of State threw it out. 

We had George Tenet sitting behind 
them at the U.N. 2 weeks after the 
State of the Union. They knew it was 
not good then. If it was not good 
enough for the Secretary of State 2 
weeks after the State of the Union, it 
was not good enough for the President 
in October, but somehow it has become 
good enough for the President at the 
State of the Union, a speech on the 
doorstep of a war where the world was 
hanging on every word. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. It is as if the right 
hand did not know what the left hand 
was doing. It is as if nobody is in 
charge. That is the only reasonable 
conclusion that one can infer from this 
murky explanation, this passing al-
most a legalistic argument. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Remember, the same 
people that wrote that speech were par-
ticipating in crafting this policy, and 
they have now set out a course of $1 
billion a week of occupation, $50 billion 
a year of U.S. taxpayer money for the 
occupation and reconstruction of Iraq. 
Yet when we talk this week about in-
creasing funding for Head Start, we are 
told no money. Last week when we 
voted and there was a 6-year freeze put 
on Pell Grants, college assistance for 
people trying to open up the doors for 
higher education for themselves, we 
are told there are no resources. Yet we 
will be asked later on to commit re-
sources to the occupation and recon-

struction of Iraq to the tune of $50 bil-
lion. Yet here at home, we will be told 
there are no resources for health care 
or infrastructure. 

The gentleman may say that the 
right hand did not know what the left 
hand was doing; I wonder if anybody 
knows what they are planning in Iraq 
and what they are planning here at 
home when it comes to our own eco-
nomic development. The American peo-
ple from World War II forward have 
been tremendously generous around 
the world, and yet they cannot con-
tinue to be asked to be that generous 
when their own needs and hopes and 
dreams for their own children are being 
denied, whether that is in the area of 
health care, investment in our environ-
ment, or our own economic develop-
ment. 

I yield to the gentleman from Hawaii 
(Mr. ABERCROMBIE). 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. DELAHUNT) and the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL) have asked 
some questions not just for rhetorical 
effect, but which throw some light on 
some very interesting aspects of this 
whole dilemma, which the Secretary of 
Defense says is over with, which the 
National Security Adviser says we 
have to move on from. I am asking 
why. Who committed these forgeries? I 
keep hearing about it. I keep asking 
the questions. We cannot get anybody 
in front of us to answer the questions. 
Who committed these forgeries? The 
word ‘‘forgery,’’ the phrase is used all 
the time; but there does not seem to be 
the slightest inclination to find out 
what was at stake. Did they appear by 
spontaneous combustion? Was this an 
immaculate conception of forgery? I do 
not think so. There were reasons for it. 

Now we see the aspect of the Sunday 
talk shows. They are very interesting 
these days. Turn off the sound and 
watch the eyes and the expressions of 
the people who are speaking. Just 
watch that. Get the body language 
down, and Members will see the tension 
that is there because they do not want 
to answer the question who benefited 
from having this kind of an observa-
tion in that speech by the President. It 
has nothing to do with 16 words or a 
single sentence. It has everything to do 
with the reasons behind that being rec-
ommended to the President. 

This is not an accusation against the 
President. We are not going to deter-
mine that down here tonight as to 
what the President did or did not do 
with respect to that speech. The Presi-
dent is having a difficult enough time 
as it is other than to say it was some-
body else’s fault. That is something 
that we can take up with the President 
when it comes to election time, but 
that is not the issue here. 

The issue here is who and what was 
behind the insistence that that sen-
tence and that that observation go into 
that speech. I think the answer is out 
there. I think what is involved in that 
answer has to do with who benefited 
from it. 
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Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I 

think it is absolutely essential that the 
American people receive the answers to 
that question and to all the other ques-
tions that have been offered. Earlier 
this evening the gentleman from the 
other side of the aisle mentioned the 
talk shows and the statements that are 
being made have a political context to 
them. 

We have been here, as the gentleman 
well knows, for 5 weeks posing these 
questions. This is not motivated by 
Democratic intent to secure political 
advantage. If we did not do this, we 
would be abrogating our responsibility 
within our system to find the truth. It 
is about a search for the truth, and I 
dare say it is now time for the Presi-
dent of the United States and Congress 
to come together to create an inde-
pendent commission, not one that has 
partisan overtones, but one, for exam-
ple, that served this country well under 
the leadership of two former Senators, 
a Republican from New Hampshire, 
Warren Rudman, and a Democratic 
from Colorado, Gary Hart, who I think 
made an extraordinary contribution by 
a year’s worth of hearings, even more, 
which ended up with a product that 
tragically predicted what occurred on 
September 11. We need that because I 
do not want to hear on this floor accu-
sations about partisanship. This is 
about the future of America. That is 
what this is about. This ought not be 
about politics. Let us depoliticize that 
now and let the Republican and the 
Democratic leadership with the White 
House create an independent commis-
sion to reveal to the American people 
the truth. 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I agree 
with the gentleman; and before we go 
any further, we have been joined by the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. INS-
LEE), and I yield to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. INSLEE). 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I whole-
heartedly concur with the suggestion 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. DELAHUNT) that we need a bipar-
tisan, independent investigation of 
this. The reason that I have joined this 
effort tonight, and I have delayed doing 
so for a few weeks in the hopes that the 
administration would be more forth-
coming about this intelligence failure, 
but what inspired me to come here to-
night are the comments of Condoleezza 
Rice and Mr. Rumsfeld who said this is 
the end of the story; we can forget 
about these issues. 

I am here to say this is not the end 
of the story; this is maybe the end of 
the beginning of the story. The type of 
questions that Americans are asking 
tonight as to how a fraudulent, forged 
document got into the address of the 
leader of the free world to the people of 
this country and to the world and to 
the House of Representatives, how that 
happened is just one of the questions. I 
know many of us have been hearing a 
lot of talk and dialogue about how that 
happened. And it was as predictable as 
rain in Seattle that George Tenet was 

going to get thrown overboard by this 
administration at some point. It is 
amazing it took so long. 

The point I want to make tonight is 
that I do not think we should get 
seized on whether this was 16 words or 
16,000 words. The fact of the matter is 
that there is a whole boatload of other 
questions that this independent Repub-
lican and Democratic commission 
needs answered, and I want to pose just 
a couple. 

The first question this commission 
needs to answer is why was the Presi-
dent successful in convincing over 50 
percent of the Americans that Saddam 
Hussein was behind the attack on Sep-
tember 11 and was in cahoots with al 
Qaeda when in fact the intelligence had 
enormous amounts of information that 
that was not true? 

Why did the President of the United 
States in urging America to start a 
preemptive war not level with the 
American people to tell the American 
people all of the intelligence, not just 
the selective intelligence? And let me 
just mention one fact. As reported in 
The New York Times on June 9, 2003, 
two of the highest-ranking leaders of al 
Qaeda in American custody have told 
the CIA in separate interrogations that 
the terrorist organization did not work 
jointly with the Iraqi government of 
Saddam Hussein according to several 
intelligence officials. Abu Zubaydah, a 
Qaeda planner and recruiter until his 
capture in March 2002, told questioners 
last year before the war that the idea 
of working with Mr. Hussein’s govern-
ment had been discussed among Qaeda 
leaders, but had been rejected. The 
same statement came from Khalid 
Sheikh Mohammed, who insisted that 
the group did not work with Mr. Hus-
sein. 

Do Members recall President Bush 
telling the American people that the 
two highest operatives in our custody 
in Guantanamo Bay had told our intel-
ligence services that they had nothing 
to do with Saddam Hussein? I do not 
remember that information being dis-
closed to the American people, nor do I 
remember the President quoting Greg 
Fieldman, a former State Department 
intelligence official, who said, ‘‘There 
was no significant pattern of coopera-
tion between Iraq and the al Qaeda ter-
rorist operations.’’ Intelligence agen-
cies agreed on a ‘‘lack of meaningful 
connection to al Qaeda’’ and said so to 
the White House and Congress. I do not 
recall the President sharing that intel-
ligence information with the United 
States or the world. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I do 
not know if the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. INSLEE) is familiar with the 
report that was printed last week in 
The New York Times that a senior in-
telligence agent, Iraqi intelligence 
agent by the name of Ahmed Al-Ani 
was arrested. I imagine the gentleman 
does remember, however, that some 
suggested he had met in Prague and 
the Czech Republic with Mohammed 
Atta, who was the ring leader in the at-

tack on the United States back on 9/11. 
That appeared in the media and admin-
istration officials said that that evi-
dence held up. That alleged meeting 
occurred in April 2001, 5 months before 
9/11. 

Since then, most intelligence agen-
cies, both American and allies, have 
cast doubt on the credibility of that 
purported meeting; but it was used by 
administration officials to argue there 
was an alliance of some sort between 
Osama bin Laden and Saddam Hussein. 
And of course we all know that the ra-
tionale for the attack on Iraq was 
based on two premises: Saddam Hus-
sein had in his possession weapons of 
mass destruction, particularly nuclear 
weapons or close to achieving the de-
velopment or the possession of nuclear 
weapons, and that he could provide and 
was purportedly inclined to use ter-
rorist organizations such as al Qaeda 
for the use of those weapons against 
the United States. 

So that theory, as the gentleman 
suggests, was crucial, that fact of the 
alleged meeting was crucial to that 
particular theory. But again, there is 
serious doubt as to whether that meet-
ing occurred. 

It is interesting to note that both the 
FBI and the CIA investigated and could 
find no evidence whatsoever that at the 
pertinent times did Mr. Atta leave the 
United States to go to the Czech Re-
public for that meeting. However, it 
did serve the purpose of creating a 
sense of urgency that quick action had 
to be taken against Iraq. 

Mr. EMANUEL. If the gentleman 
would yield, I would say there is a very 
legitimate need to look into and ac-
quire through the rearview mirror how 
did we get to this point, what were the 
justifications; and I too want to add 
my voice, although there has been a lot 
of controversy over the weekend about 
how did the sentence get into the 
President’s speech. It is very important 
that we not lose sight, now that we are 
there, how was it that we had no plan 
for this occupation. 

Time Magazine reports that NATO 
allies, important allies who have been 
with us in Afghanistan and other mis-
sions in Bosnia and Kosovo, will not 
join us in Iraq. They do not see a U.N. 
legitimacy for the effort or plan for the 
occupation. There are important coun-
tries who have traditionally been 
shoulder to shoulder with America, 
were in Gulf War I, were in Bosnia, 
Kosovo, Afghanistan, every U.S. mis-
sion to free the world of a tyrant of 
some nature, have decided not to join 
this effort and will not postwar join 
this effort.

b 2215 
So as we look back, I think it is im-

portant to look forward. Again, I would 
remind my colleagues that in our plan 
for the reconstruction of Iraq we cite 
20,000 units of housing for Iraq, yet the 
President’s budget has 5,000 units of 
housing for America. 

The President’s reconstruction of 
Iraq calls for 13 million Iraqis, half the 
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Iraqi population, to get universal 
health care. Yet 42 million Americans 
work full time with no health care and 
no plan for health care by this adminis-
tration. 

There are 4 million Iraqi children 
who will be provided early childhood 
education. This week on the House 
floor we will debate the Head Start 
bill. 58,000 children in America will be 
cut from Head Start. 1.2 million will 
never be given the opportunity who are 
eligible for Head Start to go to Head 
Start. 

12,500 schools in Iraq are planned for 
reconstruction and rebuilding with all 
books and supplies. Yet here in the 
United States, teachers must take out 
of their own salary the wages to pay 
for books and supplies. We have to give 
them a tax credit to reimburse them 
what should be provided by the school 
authority. 

The Umm Qasr port in Iraq is built 
from start to finish, from top to bot-
tom; yet the Corps of Engineers is 
being cut by 10 percent here in the 
United States. 

So as we rebuild Iraq, we reconstruct 
Iraq, America is in the process of its 
own deconstruction. If we do not have 
an economic plan for America that is 
beyond what has been provided and we 
do not have a plan for Iraq’s recon-
struction that includes our allies, I 
would remind my colleagues that in 
both Bosnia and Kosovo, we had a plan 
for the occupation and we had allies. 
The two things that are missing today, 
a plan and allies. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. The gentle-
man’s analysis brings forward again 
the question then: Who benefits from 
this reconstruction in Iraq? While we 
cannot have schools built in this coun-
try, while we cannot have hospitals 
paid for, when we cannot get health 
care for our people, who benefits? Who 
is getting the contracts for this? Who 
is getting the no-bid contracts? Where 
is the money coming from? Supposedly 
from the oil revenues. Oil revenues 
then will be passing right out of Iraq 
and down to Texas, to Haliburton Com-
pany, to some of the other construc-
tion companies that are benefiting 
from hundreds of millions of dollars 
that are now being allocated into their 
pockets directly for this reconstruc-
tion, not in the United States but in 
Iraq. 

Mr. EMANUEL. My colleague asks 
who is benefiting. I do not have the an-
swer to that, but I do have the answer 
for who is paying. That is the United 
States taxpayer. 

Again, I want to remind our col-
leagues, for 60 years the American peo-
ple have showed their unbelievable 
generosity. Every time they have been 
called upon to serve or to contribute, 
they have done it. Yet this is the one 
time in history that while we deny 
American people the access to edu-
cation, health care and improved in-
vestment in their environment and 
economic development, we are asking 
them to call forth in a tremendous ef-

fort not seen since World War II to 
make an investment in another coun-
try’s economic future when we have 
told them to shorten the horizons for 
their own children, to shorten their 
own homes and dreams for what they 
can provide their family. Yet we are 
calling upon them to once again show 
their generosity to Iraq that talks 
about a health care plan, an economic 
development plan, an education plan 
for Iraq and yet those same agenda 
items that we talk about here at home, 
we do not have. 

As we know, a number of my col-
leagues have signed on, I have my own 
bill called the American Parity Act 
that says whatever we invest in Iraq, 
whatever goal we set in Iraq, we have 
to set here at home equally. Whether 
that comes from half the population 
getting health care, half the schools 
being reconstructed and modernized, 
teachers being paid, 4 million kids in 
early childhood education, reconstruc-
tion of a port for economic develop-
ment purposes, we have got to do that 
agenda item here at home. Otherwise, 
the generosity of the American people 
showed over the last 60 years will come 
short and rightfully so. 

Mr. HOEFFEL. I thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois for pointing out 
the inconsistency of our admirable gen-
erosity to those overseas and our moral 
obligation to help rebuild a nation, a 
country that we had to use military 
power against but our failure to live up 
to that same moral obligation to our 
own citizens. 

Let me ask my colleagues to respond 
to what we would like to see happen in 
Iraq. There are 8 or 10 or 15 things per-
haps that we might recommend. I 
would suggest one, and perhaps my col-
leagues can make further comment. 

I think we need to start with a full 
explanation by the President of his vi-
sion for what is happening, for the 
costs that he believes will be necessary 
to complete the reconstruction, the 
timetable for that, the number of U.S. 
military forces that would be needed. 

The President needs to come clean. 
He has a growing credibility gap in my 
view because of the use and possible 
misuse of the intelligence leading up to 
the war, the statements made with 
such certainty that we are now learn-
ing the White House was being advised 
by intelligence agencies that things 
were not so certain at all and by the 
fact, as we have commented earlier to-
night, that since the President, as our 
colleague from Illinois says, flew onto 
that aircraft carrier and declared vic-
tory, that 30 American soldiers have 
been assassinated and 84, as the gen-
tleman points out, have died in some 
fashion since military victory has been 
declared. We need to know what the 
President thinks. We need to know 
what he believes will be necessary. He 
has got to tell the American people 
what is coming. That would be my sug-
gestion for just a fundamental need. 

Mr. EMANUEL. I want to say one 
thing before I have to go, and our col-

league from Massachusetts noted this. 
That is not a different question than 
the Republican Senator, RICHARD 
LUGAR, had asked, the head of the For-
eign Relations Committee. This again, 
I think it is important, we have people 
with different views on the war, but 
these are questions not from Demo-
crats and Republicans, these are ques-
tions as God-loving and people who 
love their country who want to see 
America in front of the world stand 
tall are expecting. So the question you 
asked again is not a Democrat trying 
to get partisan political gain, it is a 
question that the Republican Senator, 
chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, asked, questions that an-
other Senator, Republican from Ne-
braska, equally asked. This is not in-
quiry for political gain. We all now, re-
gardless of party, are vested in our suc-
cess and bringing as many of our men 
and women home as we can safely as 
soon as possible. 

So your question I would also like to 
note so nobody who may tune in and 
turn on the television right now and 
think we are trying to get partisan or 
political advantage, note that these are 
similar questions that Republicans 
have asked, people of all stripes, from 
all backgrounds and all economic in-
comes and regardless of their political 
affiliations saying we need to get level 
here. Where is it we are going? How are 
we getting there? Whether it is an in-
quiry to what happened in the past but 
also an inquiry into the future. These 
are not Democratic questions. These 
are questions that people who love 
their country think need to be an-
swered. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Again in fur-
therance of what the gentleman from 
Illinois has indicated and others here 
this evening, these are the same ques-
tions that many of us asked of Presi-
dent Clinton. This is not something 
that has suddenly sprung into being. 
And they were asked in a bipartisan 
basis, too. 

My colleagues will remember that 
some of us, Republicans and Democrats 
alike, had these same questions for 
President Clinton with respect to 
Kosovo, with respect to the activities 
that took place in the Balkans. We had 
these same questions of ourselves as to 
what was expected of us. I think that 
as a result, what the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL) has indi-
cated is perhaps a start for us in terms 
of the questions that need to be asked, 
I think, needs a bit of reiteration. 

I find it very strange that when 
President Carter was in office, people 
in the media, particularly Nightline, 
would come on every evening, day 292 
of the hostages and the number of hos-
tages that were still in Iran, on day 292, 
three, four, five, 300, whatever it was. 
Yet we go now to casualties, deaths, we 
are not talking about those that are 
maimed, and this casual dismissal by 
some of the, I am sorry to say, some of 
the highest officials in the administra-
tion now of, well, this is all over, intel-
ligence changes from day to day. You 
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never know what it is from day to day, 
this almost sarcastic dismissal of these 
questions. 

There are young people out at Walter 
Reed right now who may not have been 
killed, a casualty in that sense, but 
they are surely there as casualties, 
with loss of limbs and a lifetime in 
front of them of having to deal with 
the pain and suffering of grievous 
wounds. Perhaps Nightline might take 
up this idea. It is day, what number, 
since the President said that the war 
was over. 

This is not something that we said. 
This is not something that other peo-
ple said. This is something the Presi-
dent declared, and some of us have 
been challenged on our patriotism and 
challenged on our support for troops 
because we are not sufficiently quiet, 
because we do not acknowledge that 
the so-called ending of the war really 
ended. 

It does not end when somebody dies. 
It does not end when somebody is 
grievously wounded. It does not end 
when a parent or loved one has to try 
and understand and we have to explain 
when we go home why the war is over 
but the killing goes on and the maim-
ing goes on. 

So I think we are going to need to 
have some accounting as to how many 
days past the end of the war the killing 
and the maiming goes on and what 
those numbers are. Because those num-
bers are real. They are not philo-
sophical abstractions. They are not 
merely the recitation of numbers from 
an Office of Management and Budget or 
a Congressional Budget Office, some 
entity, some institution that has no re-
ality to the mothers and fathers and 
the loved ones of those who have to 
bear the brunt of the policies that we 
in the government of the United States 
are bringing forward to the people of 
the United States as being in the stra-
tegic interests of this Nation. 

So I think that the questions that 
are being asked are not just questions 
about the past and how something hap-
pened but to try and understand what 
took place in the past so that we do not 
continue to make the same mistakes 
and the same observations that lead to 
this kind of grievous result. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. The gentleman in-
dicated that some, and very few, have 
questioned the patriotism of those who 
ask the questions that are being posed 
here tonight. It is my feeling and my 
position that it would be a failure, it 
would be unpatriotic not to pose these 
questions. And as others have indi-
cated, this is not about partisanship. 
None of us here tonight and in the 
course of the past 4 or 5 weeks have in-
dulged in partisan sniping. But I do be-
lieve that the President is at a par-
ticular moment in terms of his admin-
istration that he should intervene and 
stop the sniping that is occurring with-
in the administration, among individ-
uals and agencies. 

I mentioned earlier that a senior 
Iraqi intelligence agent who was ar-

rested last week, who purportedly had 
that information meeting with Moham-
mad Atta, in that same report in the 
New York Times there was an attack 
on the CIA by Mr. Richard Perle who 
currently serves on the Pentagon’s De-
fense Policy Board. I know the gen-
tleman from Hawaii is aware that he 
resigned as chairman of the board be-
cause of potential conflict of interest 
concerns that he had since many of his 
private business clients stood to profit 
from contracts dealing with the recon-
struction of Iraq. 

It should be noted that Mr. Perle is 
considered a leader among the so-
called neo-conservative bloc in the ad-
ministration. He also has close ties 
with certain Iraqi exiles, such as 
Ahmed Chalabi. And it is true, and this 
should be stated very clearly, he advo-
cated in an article that he wrote for 
the New York Times shortly after Sep-
tember 11 that the U.S. must strike at 
Saddam Hussein. So he is clearly pre-
disposed towards the policy that was 
effected by this administration. My un-
derstanding is he was one of the most 
significant proponents of the war in 
Iraq. 

Now, however, with the capture of 
this individual, Al-Ani, he fears that if 
the CIA conducts the interrogation 
that they will play down evidence that 
the alleged meeting with Mohammad 
Atta ever occurred. With all due re-
spect to Mr. Perle, that is a very seri-
ous charge that impugns the integrity 
of men and women in the CIA that risk 
their life in behalf of their country 
every day of the year. 

Of course, the CIA properly re-
sponded in my opinion that they need 
to be presented with something other 
than the opinions of Mr. Perle and his 
suspicions; and they claim, and I have 
to agree, that he sounds to be more 
predisposed to a certain conclusion 
than anyone they are familiar with.

b 2230 

This quote that I read was he is just 
shopping for an interrogator who will 
cook the books to his liking. We can-
not have that sniping going on. It is 
time for the President to take charge 
and to intervene, be forthcoming, re-
veal all of the information. Presum-
ably the interview with Mr. Al-Ani has 
occurred already. Let the American 
people know. Maybe he did have a 
meeting with Mohammed Atta; maybe 
he did not. But it is time to let the 
American people know. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
answer the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia’s (Mr. HOEFFEL) original question 
about what we should do in Iraq now, 
with two points. 

One, I think it is important for the 
President to clear the decks to restore 
our credibility on this issue because 
our ability to act in Iraq is negatively 
affected by this credibility issue, and 
many of us believe and I believe that 
the best thing the President could do 
in that regard is to embrace a bipar-
tisan review of the intelligence failure 

here. Having a respected Republican 
like Warren Rudman or someone else 
run a commission to have sort of a ref-
eree to figure out what happened here 
is a lot better than to have the flacks 
at various agencies throwing grenades 
at each other in the newspapers. 

If we really want to find out here 
why forgeries ended up at the State of 
the Union address, why we did not get 
the straight scoop about the intel-
ligence coming out of Iraq, why the 
President told us there was no doubt, 
and that was his word, no doubt that 
Iraq had some of the most lethal weap-
ons ever devised by man and we cannot 
find a thimbleful to date of mustard 
gas, the best way is through an inde-
pendent commission; and this is good 
for the administration, not just good 
for the people. And this is not a debate. 
We may find some of these weapons to 
date. That still may occur. This is not 
a debate even about the propriety of 
the war. Even if one thinks the war was 
justified about humanity and civil 
rights in Iraq, they have still got to 
join us in a bipartisan belief that truth 
from the American President is the 
most precious commodity we have in 
international affairs. We have all got 
to be joining that in a bipartisan man-
ner; so I say clearing the decks first. 

But the second issue, if I can, it is 
just imperative that we engage allies 
in this effort, in this maybe 2-, maybe 
3-, maybe 4-, maybe 5-year effort to re-
store order and some sense of civility 
in Iraq, and I would encourage the ad-
ministration to shuck aside its unilat-
eral approach that unfortunately they 
have adopted for so long in Iraq and 
welcome our allies to get in there to 
shoulder some of this burden. Iraq is 
not a prize. It is not a glorious prize for 
the American people. It is a burden. We 
still have people not coming home 
from Iraq, and that burden ought to be 
shared with every nation in the civ-
ilized world rather than just Ameri-
cans. And to date, unfortunately, this 
administration still has not been will-
ing to embrace allies to get them in 
there taking sniper fire instead of our 
neighbors’ kids, and I hope we will see 
it that way. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, it is 
time to pick up on that to end grudge 
diplomacy. Let us get past that. Let us 
move on. Let us understand that the 
only way we can bring stability to Iraq 
without breaking the bank and without 
putting at risk the lives of American 
military personnel is to bring in our 
traditional allies, whether they be the 
Germans or the French. Let us put that 
in the past. Otherwise, we are going to 
see these deficits that I referred to ear-
lier balloon into numbers that will ab-
solutely be a drag of incredible mag-
nitude on the American economy. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, on 
that point in reference to what the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. INS-
LEE) said and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL) observed 
to kick off this discussion, as the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
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HOEFFEL) can see, his question was so 
pertinent that we have not gotten 
much further in it, and for good reason, 
because it requires some explication. 
The problem is here, if we do not do 
this, is a credibility gap. What will the 
President be able to say about North 
Korea? What will he be able to say 
about the Philippines? What will he be 
able to say about Colombia? What will 
he be able to say further about Afghan-
istan? 

Afghanistan seems to have dis-
appeared; yet I know there were two 
attacks yesterday, one on the Amer-
ican base and one on U.N. personnel. I 
do not believe anybody was killed, but 
who knows? Now we are told there are 
more attacks in Iraq than necessarily 
are being reported. I suppose that gets 
quotidian now. If they are on the 11 
o’clock news at night, they have got 
fires to report, they have assaults to 
report or basketball players or the lat-
est boxer to embarrass himself or 
something of that nature. They hardly 
have time to fit in anymore how many 
people got killed today. It is almost a 
loss leader in the news.

And so if we do not have some an-
swers here, if the President does not 
take control and stop being dismissive 
of these questions as merely revising 
history or some other sarcastic obser-
vation, he is not going to be able nor 
will the administration be able to con-
vince others who may find it in their 
interest to join with us in other cir-
cumstances. He will not be able to find 
anyone who is going to be willing to 
take us at our word. That is why this 
is so serious. It is way beyond partisan. 
Other people will occupy these seats 
down here. Other people will come to 
occupy our place. We are here only as 
long as the faith and trust of the peo-
ple in our constituencies are willing to 
put us here. No one owns a seat in this 
Congress. No one owns a seat at 1600 
Pennsylvania Avenue either. We are 
only as good as the credibility with our 
own people before we can hope to influ-
ence others. 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. I 
think our time is getting short. Any 
final comments from the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. INSLEE) or the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
DELAHUNT)? 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I will 
just follow the gentleman from Hawaii 
(Mr. ABERCROMBIE) by saying that 
when I first heard the President in re-
sponse to attacks on U.S. soldiers in 
the way that he does suggest bring 
them on, I remember wanting to say to 
the President that what we should be 
doing, President Bush, is to bring allies 
on to this coalition and make it a gen-
uine coalition of democracies to assist 
in terms of the reconstruction so that 
American taxpayers do not bear the 
burden almost exclusively and that 
American men and women who have 
served admirably can come home. 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. I 

thank the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE). The Iraq Watch is going 
to be hard at work. I thank my col-
leagues for being part of this. We will 
be back next week to ask more ques-
tions, to seek more information, and to 
try to better educate our colleagues in 
the Congress and the American people 
regarding the challenges of our role in 
Iraq.

f 

CRITICAL ISSUES FACING 
AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FEENEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
TANCREDO) is recognized for half the 
time until midnight, approximately 40 
minutes, as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I first 
of all want to start off my comments 
tonight by saying I guess I am pleased 
to say and proud to say that there is a 
young man that I want to pay tribute 
to for just a moment, and his name is 
Randy Gifford. He is in California right 
now. He has had a number of really 
very exciting things happen in the near 
past because one is that he had his first 
child. He and his dear wife have given 
birth to a young boy by the name of 
Gabriel, and that was just the begin-
ning of a lot of really good things that 
have been happening to them recently; 
and in fact I just found out a little bit 
ago that he had his first film, the first 
film that he has written and directed 
accepted to be debuted at the 
Breckenridge Film Festival in Colo-
rado, and I have no doubt that this tal-
ented young man will soon be looking 
back at this particular accomplish-
ment as the first step in a journey that 
is going to be a very successful one and 
one that he can look back on with 
great pride. I look at it with great 
pride because he is my son. 

I wanted to discuss a number of 
things tonight, and so many issues 
come to the fore, so many important 
decisions need to be made by this Con-
gress and so many challenging issues 
confront us that it is hard to pick from 
this panoply of different agendas which 
one we should focus on. I certainly will 
talk about immigration. It is always a 
topic that I think needs to be discussed 
and needs to be dealt with in the light 
of day, but before that let me just talk 
about a couple of other things. 

And I listened to my colleagues on 
the other side tonight discuss their 
concerns with regard to Iraq, and real-
ly a lot of what they said boiled down 
to a concern, I guess, over the veracity 
of the administration and whether our 
goals, the goals of the United States as 
set out by the President of the United 
States were legitimate. Was the Presi-
dent being truthful? Was this some sort 
of scam, I guess, that was being played 
on the American public? To actually 
put men and women of this country, 
our young men and women who serve 
us so well in the Armed Forces, would 

we really place them at risk if we were 
not sure, if we did not believe with all 
our hearts that the vital interests of 
the United States were at risk? And I 
certainly understand that there can be 
questions about the authenticity of in-
formation that we received, whether or 
not the information that was received 
from all the various sources from 
which we gathered information were le-
gitimate and what weight we should 
have put on some sources and some de-
cisions as opposed to others. All that is 
of course legitimate fodder for discus-
sion and debate. 

At a certain point it does sound, as I 
listened to my friends on the other side 
talk about this issue, that there is 
something that motivates them that 
perhaps goes beyond that desire for a 
legitimate understanding of exactly 
what happened and what were the cir-
cumstances that brought us to where 
we are today. I must admit to a certain 
extent it does seem like what is under-
lying the rhetoric is an overwhelming 
desire to find something wrong, to find 
something out that is bad, that is neg-
ative, that would perhaps lead to some 
sort of political change in this Nation, 
and that at some point in time it does 
sound to me like that desire supersedes 
all of the other desires and that the 
quest for legitimate inquiry is left be-
hind in the dust and the desire to make 
political hay takes hold. 

And there is so much that can be 
said, and there are so many little tech-
nical points here and there; and I think 
that the administration and especially 
Secretary Rumsfeld, who I saw on tele-
vision over the weekend, had done such 
a great job in explaining in very simple 
terms, in very common sense ways, in 
very honest analysis what we believe 
to be the case, how we got the informa-
tion we got, how that information led 
to a series of decisions that eventually 
meant a commitment of U.S. forces in 
Iraq. 

By the way, those of us who are in 
the position having to vote to support 
that decision, none of us come to that 
place, I think, easily. Certainly I know 
I did not. I do not think there is a 
Member of this Congress, frankly, who 
cavalierly cast a vote on something 
like that. And all of us wonder, and 
certainly I do, whenever I have to cast 
a vote to send someone’s children off to 
war, I have to think about whether or 
not I am willing to send my son Randy 
or his brother Ray, and this is the 
highest possible standard I can imagine 
for any of us; but it is the standard we 
should all use because of course it is 
perhaps somewhat easier to vote to 
send someone else’s children off to war 
than it is one’s own; so we have to 
think about this very carefully: Am I 
willing to do this? Are the risks to the 
Nation so great that we would actually 
commit our forces?
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I believed, and I still believe, that the 
risks were that great. But it was not 
easy. It was not easy. Because I do not 
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