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huge but unknowable cost of preparing for 
and perhaps fighting a war with Iraq. The 
White House’s tax-cutting yet free-spending 
ways defy history, and taxpayers will be the 
ones left responsible for decades to come.

That is just a part of what the Sen-
ator from Alabama said that I think 
requires a response. He said some are 
saying: Do nothing. That is really not 
what Senator DASCHLE has proposed 
nor what I have proposed. But I do be-
lieve it would be wise, on the brink of 
war, when there is no provision in this 
budget for the costs of that war—and 
none of us are suggesting—I want to 
make clear to my colleague, if I could 
have his attention, none of us are sug-
gesting this administration or your 
party has any intention but to fund our 
men and women in uniform. I have no 
doubt of that. I want to make very 
clear, we make no suggestion, none, 
that there is any reluctance to back 
our men and women in uniform. That 
is not the point. 

The point is this: When we are on the 
brink of war, and there has been no 
provision in the budget for the cost of 
that war, even though we know there 
are substantial costs associated with 
it, it seems unwise to some of us to in-
crease spending, to have new spending 
initiatives—except for defense and 
homeland security—or to have new tax 
cuts, unless they are for a stimulus 
package. 

That is the point we are making. And 
I think it is a wise one and a prudent 
one. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield for 
a question. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I understand that. I 
think the suggestion is our budget 
process has to stop until that occurs. 
And I think it is impossible for the 
President to give us a number now. I 
believe it does cause some confusion in 
our unity, which I would not favor. 

But I want to ask the Senator this. 
Mr. CONRAD. Let me just respond to 

that first. 
Look, we are not suggesting the 

budget process stop. No. We are saying 
there ought to be a point of order, a 60-
vote point of order against new spend-
ing initiatives, unless for defense or 
homeland security, or for new tax ini-
tiatives, other than for a stimulus 
package. 

We are not suggesting the budget 
process stop. We are suggesting it pro-
ceed, but that it proceed with some re-
striction, some disincentive for new 
spending, other than for defense and 
homeland security, or for new tax cuts, 
other than for a stimulus package.

Mr. SESSIONS. I know the Senator 
is committed to whatever figure we 
have to do to fund the effort of our fine 
men and women in uniform. I was look-
ing at the Democratic proposed stim-
ulus plan, and it is pretty anemic. I ask 
Senator CONRAD if he knew that not 
only was it basically limited, most of it 
in just 1, 2, or 3 years, but that in fact 
in 2004, as a result of eliminating the 

depreciation provisions that are in ex-
isting law, it would amount to a $16.7 
billion tax increase on small businesses 
in 2004 and a $14.8 billion increase in 
2005? 

Mr. CONRAD. Part of the plan that I 
have endorsed would include enhanced 
depreciation for small business. 

Mr. SESSIONS. We passed it as part 
of a stimulus package before. The bill 
that has been put forward as the Demo-
crat stimulus plan calls for the elimi-
nation of those which would amount to 
a tax increase over the current law of 
$16.7 billion in 2004 and $14.8 billion in 
2005. 

I ask the Senator if he believes this 
kind of very large increase in taxes on 
small businesses would be wise in a 
time of economic slowdown? 

Mr. CONRAD. No. In fact, the plan I 
have endorsed would expand expensing 
for small business. I think that is a 
better course and would be a real stim-
ulus. We should aggressively have a 
plan of small business expensing, ex-
panding small business expensing in 
this year. 

I see Senator ALLARD is in the Cham-
ber. Is he seeking time? 

Mr. ALLARD. I have a statement I 
would like to make when we get an op-
portunity during the debate. 

Mr. CONRAD. We are under a time 
limit. There needs to be a granting of 
time in order for Senators to have an 
opportunity to speak. Senator NICKLES 
is not here at the moment. Perhaps he 
is on his way. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield 
the Senator from Colorado such time 
as he desires. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
EXANDER). The Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I need 
time to get set up. 

Mr. NICKLES. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period for morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

f 

THE TEACHER TAX RELIEF ACT 
OF 2003 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support, once again, of Amer-
ica’s teachers by joining with Senator 
COLLINS in introducing the Teacher 
Tax Relief Act of 2003. 

Senator COLLINS and I have worked 
closely for some time now in support of 
legislation to provide our teachers with 

tax relief in recognition of the many 
out-of-pocket expenses they incur as 
part of their profession. In the 107th 
Congress, we were successful in pro-
viding much needed tax relief for our 
Nation’s teachers with passage of H.R. 
3090, the Job Creation and Worker As-
sistance Act of 2002. 

This legislation, which was signed 
into law by President Bush, included 
the Collins/Warner Teacher Tax Relief 
Act of 2001 provisions that provided a 
$250 above-the-line deduction for edu-
cators who incur out-of-pocket ex-
penses for supplies they bring into the 
classroom to better the education of 
their students. These important provi-
sions will provide almost half a billion 
dollars worth of tax relief to teachers 
all across America over the next two 
years. 

While these provisions will provide 
substantial relief to America’s teach-
ers, our work is not yet complete. 

It is now estimated that the average 
teacher spends $521 out of his or her 
own pocket each year on classroom 
materials—materials such as pens, pen-
cils and books. First-year teachers 
spend even more, averaging $701 a year 
on classroom expenses. 

Why do they do this? Simply because 
school budgets are not adequate to 
meet the costs of education. Our teach-
ers dip into their own pocket to better 
the education of America’s youth. 

Moreover, in addition to spending 
substantial money on classroom sup-
plies, many teachers spend even more 
money out of their own pocket on pro-
fessional development. Such expenses 
include tuition, fees, books, and sup-
plies associated with courses that help 
our teachers become even better in-
structors. 

The fact is that these out-of-pocket 
costs place lasting financial burdens on 
our teachers. This is one reason our 
teachers are leaving the profession. 
Little wonder that our country is in 
the midst of a teacher shortage. 

Without a doubt, the Teacher Tax 
Relief Act of 2001 took a step forward 
in helping to alleviate the Nation’s 
teaching shortage by providing a $250 
above-the-line deduction for classroom 
expenses. 

However, it is clear that our teachers 
are spending much more than $250 a 
year out of their own pocket to better 
the education of our children. 

Accordingly, Senator COLLINS and I 
have joined together to take another 
step forward by introducing the Teach-
er Tax Relief Act of 2003. 

This legislation will build upon cur-
rent law in three ways. The legislation 
will: 

No. 1, increase the above-the-line de-
duction for educators from $250 allowed 
under current law to $500; 

No. 2, allow educators to include pro-
fessional development costs within 
that $500 deduction. Under current law, 
up to $250 is deductible but only for 
classroom expenses; and 

No. 3, make the Teacher Tax relief 
provisions in the law permanent. Cur-
rent law sunsets the Collins/Warner 
provisions after 2 years. 
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Our teachers have made a personal 

commitment to educate the next gen-
eration and to strengthen America. In 
my view, the Federal Government 
should recognize the many sacrifices 
our teachers make in their career. 

The Teacher Tax Relief Act of 2003 is 
another step forward in providing our 
educators with the recognition they de-
serve.

f 

ARE WE READY FOR THE CON-
SEQUENCES OF WAR WITH IRAQ? 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my deep concerns that 
we are not as prepared as we should be 
for the consequences of a war with 
Iraq. 

I have complete confidence in the 
ability of our armed services to defeat 
Iraq. We have a superb military which 
is, without a doubt, the most effective 
and most professional fighting force 
ever fielded in the history of mankind. 

We can all be proud of our dedicated 
military men and women. It is their 
dedication and willingness to risk their 
lives in the service of their country 
that places a special responsibility on 
our shoulders. Our responsibility is to 
ensure that their service is not ex-
pended in the vain pursuit of ill-defined 
objectives and that our national secu-
rity is truly enhanced. 

In my capacity as a member of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, I 
meet with many of our field com-
manders. Prior to our debate last ses-
sion on H.J. Res. 114 concerning war 
with Iraq, I met with one of our senior 
commanders just returned from the 
war against terrorism. He told me 
‘‘keep asking the hard questions’’ 
about the consequences of committing 
American troops to a war on Iraq. I 
have heeded his advice, and it is the 
reason I stand today to discuss the con-
sequences of war on Iraq. 

I am concerned that we are not suffi-
ciently prepared either materially or 
psychologically for a protracted occu-
pation of Iraqi territory, nor are we 
sufficiently well prepared domestically 
for possible terrorist attacks on Amer-
ican soil. 

My constituents ask me why the 
President has chosen to fight Iraq at 
this time or what his objective is in so 
doing. I do not have a good answer for 
them because the President has yet to 
provide one. 

Certainly it is true that Saddam Hus-
sein has resisted and ignored over the 
past 12 years United Nations resolu-
tions calling for Iraqi disarmament of 
its weapons of mass destruction. Cer-
tainly it is true that Saddam Hussein 
has oppressed the Iraqi people and car-
ried out terrible attacks against the 
Kurds and Shia tribes of Southern Iraq. 
Certainly it is true that Saddam Hus-
sein has paid only grudging lipservice 
to recent efforts by the United Nations 
Monitoring, Verification and Inspec-
tion Commission, UNMOVIC, to dis-
cover and eliminate Iraq’s weapons of 
mass destruction. 

However, none of those issues justi-
fies going to war now if we are unpre-
pared for the consequences of war and 
if we do not have a clear exit strategy 
for getting out of Iraq. It would be far 
better to take the time to ensure that 
we are prepared for both the con-
sequences at home and abroad before 
sending our superb military into com-
bat in a distant land. 

The reasons for war have increased in 
number and difficulty as we build up 
our forces in the gulf. At first, the 
President asserted that war was to end 
Saddam Hussein’s program for devel-
oping weapons of mass destruction. 
More recently, the President has added 
that our objective is to ‘‘help the Iraqi 
people rebuild their economy, and cre-
ate the institutions of liberty in a uni-
fied Iraq at peace with its neighbors.’’ 
The President argues for war because 
he believes that ‘‘success in Iraq could 
also begin a new stage for Middle East-
ern peace, and set in motion progress 
towards a truly democratic Palestinian 
state.’’ Mission creep is already occur-
ring, and the mission has not begun. 

In February testimony before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
retired General Anthony C. Zinni 
asked, ‘‘do we want to transform Iraq 
or just transition it out from under the 
unacceptable regime [. . . .]’’ and he 
added, ‘‘defining the problem, however, 
is only half the task. The other half 
deals with how you solve the problem. 
I have not seen a lot of specifics in this 
area.’’ 

The mission of an American occupa-
tion to establish a democratic Iraq is 
well-meaning but difficult to imple-
ment. Indeed, as I read testimony and 
speeches by administration officials, I 
am struck by how many new objectives 
are being added to our mission: for ex-
ample, establish the rule of law and an 
independent judiciary; create a free en-
terprise system; end weapons of mass 
destruction programs; make an Amer-
ican ally; create a bulwark against ter-
rorism; forge a secular and democratic 
state; reform the educational system; 
and develop a free press. These are ex-
tremely ambitious programs for a 
country that has little, if any, histor-
ical experience and no recent experi-
ences in any of these conditions. Per-
haps we should be bringing democracy 
to our allies in the region. 

A well-defined objective is crucial for 
a mission’s success. Will the objective 
be a discrete military mission: seek 
and destroy Iraq’s weapons of mass de-
struction, or an open-ended goal to 
bring democracy to a country that has 
no experience in democracy? The ad-
ministration now indicates that both 
goals are intertwined: to rid Iraq of its 
weapons of mass destruction we must 
create a democracy in Iraq. Perhaps 
that is the case. But the opposite is 
also possible: a democratic Iraq respon-
sive to the will of the Iraqi people, con-
tinuing to share borders with countries 
traditionally hostile to Iraq—including 
Iran which we have learned this week 
is well on its way to developing nuclear 

weapons—may feel compelled to re-
start its weapons of mass destruction 
program out of self-preservation. 

Let us be clear: we can take weapons 
away from Iraqi leaders but we cannot 
erase the knowledge of how to make 
those weapons from the minds of Iraqi 
scientists. That capability will always 
remain. Weapons scientists and engi-
neers will not unlearn what they have 
learned. To make another Iraqi WMD 
program impossible, we need to develop 
solid support for an international re-
gime with enforcement mechanisms to 
prevent the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction and the means to de-
ploy them. 

Unfortunately, the President’s rush 
to war is undermining the very inter-
national consensus we need to forge to 
prevent proliferation. 

International cooperation is essential 
both in the short term and in the long 
term. In the short term, it is essential 
for our goal of ending the threat from 
Iraq. A stable international coalition is 
the basis for managing any future cri-
sis. In the long term, it is essential to 
prevent the spread and use of weapons 
of mass destruction. 

The administration insists that all it 
needs is a ‘‘coalition of the willing’’ to 
go to war. That may be true for war, 
but will there be a coalition to pay the 
costs of an indefinite occupation of 
Iraq? Without international support, 
the United States will pay the direct 
cost for our military presence and re-
construction. Our struggling economy 
will also pay an indirect cost adding to 
our sky-high deficit. Already it looks 
more like a coalition for war of the 
compensated than a coalition of the 
willing. 

I believe we are not ready for the 
cost of such an occupation both in 
terms of money and our military. 

When the British conquered Iraq in 
1917, the British military commander, 
Lieutenant General Sir Stanley Maude, 
said ‘‘our armies do not come into your 
cities and lands as conquerors or en-
emies but as liberators.’’ When the 
British departed Baghdad in the 1930s, 
Sir Kinahan Cornwallis observed, ‘‘my 
own prediction is that they will all fly 
at each other’s throats and that there 
will be a bad slump in the administra-
tion which will continue until someone 
strong enough to dominate the country 
emerges, or alternatively, until we 
have to step in and intervene.’’ 

We should heed history before we at-
tempt to make a future. The danger is 
that the war will end in a few weeks 
while crisis endures for a long time. 

Just recently, the administration an-
nounced a $900 million contract for 
postwar Iraqi reconstruction. This is 
just a small down payment on what 
people in and outside the Government 
estimate may amount to over $100 bil-
lion, not including the cost of main-
taining a long-term American troop 
presence in Iraq. A military presence 
will cost additional billions and tie 
down American forces, affecting train-
ing, rotation cycles, and recruitment of 
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