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have actually also passed reforms to
make sure that it is much easier and
not harder to enforce the budget which
has actually been adopted by the Con-
gress.

——

IRAQ WATCH

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida). Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Madam Speaker, |
applaud the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. KIRK) for spending an hour, al-
though I do not quite agree with some
of the facts that the gentleman stated.

Mr. KIRK. Madam Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, I will say that
the gentleman is an absolute leader on
human rights around the world, and on
that we completely agree.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Madam Speaker, on
that | echo the kudo.

I am joined tonight by the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. INSLEE). | antici-
pate that we will be shortly joined by
two other colleagues, the gentleman
from Hawaii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE) as well
as the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
STRICKLAND), for another session that
we have labeled as Irag Watch to dis-
cuss issues concerning the Middle East
with a particular focus on lIraq, Af-
ghanistan, and the war on terror.

There is much to talk about tonight.
I do not think an hour will be suffi-
cient. | also should mention over the
course of the past 8 months, and we
have been doing this for approximately
8 months now, | know that the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE)
and the other Members involved have
received a number of calls, e-mails,
correspondence from not just our own
constituents but from all over the
country. There is one question that is
constantly asked, and that is why is
the House empty at this hour of the
night.

I think we should explain to those
viewing this evening that the legisla-
tive business of the House of Rep-
resentatives has been concluded for the
day and we are now into a phase that is
called Special Orders. Each side of the
aisle, Republicans and Democrats, are
allocated an hour, actually two hours,
to just have a conversation or make a
presentation about issues that they
have a particular interest in or issues
which they feel the American people
need more information on. I am sure
many who watch C-SPAN note that
during the course of the debate on par-
ticular proposals, the time is very lim-
ited, given the numbers of Members
that wish to speak. In fact, the usual
course allows for at most a maximum
of some 5 minutes for each Member to
speak. On those issues that have a par-
ticular interest on both sides of the
aisle, what occurs is the individual
Member who happens to be managing
the bill, either Republican or Demo-
crat, is responsible for allocating time
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and often rather than 5 minutes, the
likelihood is that a Member will only
have 2 or 3 minutes to explain his or
her perspective on a particular issue.

So this phase is called Special Or-
ders. Earlier there were three of our
friends and colleagues from the Repub-
lican side who discussed the budget.
Prior to their coming to the floor,
three or four Democratic Members
spoke about the budget and the per-
spective of Democrats as to the pro-
posal put forth by the Republican
Party, and also clearly an alternative
that will be presented by the Demo-
crats in terms of the debate on where
we go as far as a Nation is concerned,
because in many respects the budget
does reflect our values. And as Mem-
bers heard earlier from our colleagues
on the Republican side, there is a grow-
ing and profound concern about the es-
calating deficit that has been brought
about by the actions of this particular
administration and this Republican
majority in both the House and the
Senate.

I think it is important that the
American people remember that the
Republican Party controls the House of
Representatives, controls the United
States Senate, and obviously the cur-
rent incumbent in the White House is a
Republican. So when we speak of defi-
cits, this is a deficit that was engen-
dered by the majority party in this
country. | know the Democrats are ex-
tremely concerned about the deficit be-
cause the interest that is paid on the
national debt detracts from other in-
vestments that could be made in a wide
variety of initiatives such as infra-
structure, education, health care, and a
long litany of issues that | believe are
a priority to the American people.

Madam Speaker, | yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE).

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, just to
follow up on the comment and the dis-
cussion of the deficit, it is not only
Democrats who are concerned with the
deficit; it is Republicans as well. Last
night 1 was in a town hall meeting at-
tended by about 150 people in Snoho-
mish County, Washington, and | had a
fellow stand up who said he was a Re-
publican and was extremely concerned
that this government, which he under-
stood was controlled by the Republican
Party lock, stock and barrel, was run-
ning up these enormous deficit. His
basic question was, What is going on?
He was flabbergasted to see that hap-
pening.

What | had to tell him was the news
was actually worse than he had heard.
He had heard the number that the Re-
publican government had run up a $500
billion deficit, and it bothered him. It
bothered him even more when | told
him the deficit was actually higher
than that because the administration
and the Congress to some degree have
played with some funny numbers that
make Enron blush how accounting is
done.

One example, | had to tell him the
President’s budget, which has been for-
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warded to the Congress proposing ex-
penditures for next year, omitted any
sums for fighting the lIrag war, any
sums for fighting the Afghanistan war.
You can kind of understand how a gov-
ernment can run up giant deficits, the
largest deficits in American history if
they play funny games of sending up
budgets when we are in the middle of a
war spending $100 billion a year in lIraq,
or a little short of that, and then assess
zero cost to that.

| just cannot understand, this admin-
istration must not think anybody can
read in America when they try to play
games like that. | can inform the
White House that my Democrat and
Republican constituents are very
aware of this and are very concerned
about it.
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Let me turn, if | can, to the lIraq
issue which we have now been talking
about for some months.

The reason we are here is twofold:
One, our proud men and women are
doing a job in Iraq tonight which all
Americans are proud of. Over 500 of
them have paid the ultimate sacrifice
to the duty to which they pledged
honor to our country. Their sacrifice
demands that the government of the
United States tell the truth to the
American people about what happened
in Irag and why this war started, based
on false information.

Just to set the stage for our discus-
sion tonight, | would like to point out
at least some of that false information
that ended up starting this war. | want
to be very specific on this so no one
can say that we have gilded the lily.

The fact is, sadly, that on March 17,
2003, the President of the United States
of America went before the American
people and in an address to the Nation
said, and | quote, “‘Intelligence gath-
ered by this and other governments
leaves no doubt that the Iraq regime
continues to possess and conceal some
of the most lethal weapons ever de-
vised.” That statement was false and
the information gathered over a year of
spending over $100 million of seeking
with a fine-toothed comb in Iraq has
demonstrated with some conviction
that that statement was false, unfortu-
nately.

On August 2, 2002, the Vice President
of the United States, DICK CHENEY,
went before the Veterans of Foreign
Wars and stated, ““Simply stated, there
is no doubt that Saddam Hussein now
has weapons of mass destruction.”
That statement was false, false both on
the issue of the presence of weapons of
mass destruction as indicated by Mr.
David Kay, who was the person hired
by this country to find out, but also
false in saying there was no doubt, be-
cause a review by this Chamber, by the
three of us and others, has showed
there was plenty of doubt about this
issue in Iraq that was covered up, was
suppressed by this administration.

Mr. DELAHUNT. | think it is impor-
tant to remember that when the Direc-
tor of the CIA testified recently before
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the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, he acknowledged that on sev-
eral occasions he privately spoke to
both the President and on multiple oc-
casions spoke to the Vice President
about errors that they had made in
terms of misstatements, let us use that
term for the moment, misstatements,
yet we have heard nothing specifically
from the Vice President. And the gen-
tleman alluded to the incident earlier,
being forthright with the American
people that subsequently he received
information from George Tenet in pri-
vate that corrected a public statement
that he had made, and yet he does not
acknowledge that today publicly.

Mr. INSLEE. Let me, if | can, say
why that is a problem. We need the ad-
ministration to fulfill its obligation to
the American people to help get to the
bottom of what happened in this situa-
tion. The fact is, | will indicate in just
a moment, every single chance we have
had to peel back the onion and peel
back the draperies to find out what
happened, this administration has con-
tinued to suppress information.

| want to give the gentleman this one
example. On January 28, 2003, the
President went before the Nation in
the State of the Union address, stood
right behind where the gentleman is
standing right now and said, ‘“The Brit-
ish Government has learned that Sad-
dam Hussein recently sought signifi-
cant quantities of uranium from Afri-
ca. Our intelligence sources tell us that
he has attempted to purchase high-
strength aluminum tubes suitable for
nuclear weapons production.”

That statement was false. The reason
we know that is that the person sent
by the administration to Africa to find
out whether it was true or not, Ambas-
sador Joe Wilson, who, at the request
of the administration, went to Africa
and reported back before the State of
the Union address that that was a
bunch of hokum, it was a bunch of ma-
larkey, and it was false.

And the President, in the State of
the Union, despite that specific re-
sponse from our intelligence service, if
you will, or someone acting in their be-
half, put it in the State of the Union
anyway, or someone on his behalf.

Everybody can make mistakes. We
are all human. But let us see what this
administration’s response to this false-
hood and disclosure of falsehood was.
Was it a thank you to Mr. Wilson for
helping us get to the bottom of this?
Was it a further inquiry to find out
who was responsible for putting this
gross misstatement in the State of the
Union address? No.

What did they do? They tried to pun-
ish Joe Wilson, the citizen who did his
patriotic duty to disclose this
misstatement, by outing his wife who
worked for the CIA, attempting to de-
stroy her CIA career, to send a message
to the world and to America, ‘“Don’t
tell the truth about this administra-
tion because we’ll attempt to destroy
you.” That is what they have at-
tempted to do.
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Thank goodness there is a grand jury
investigating what could be a Federal
crime here, because this is a pattern
with this administration. Look what is
happening tonight.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gen-
tleman will yield, the gentleman
makes reference to the question of a
grand jury. | believe that if one takes
an oath to speak before a committee of
the Congress or one that is authorized
by the Congress and the executive, that
one is subject to perjury. | believe that
is the case.

I would have to defer to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, | suppose,
on the question of prosecution of that,
but we have a commission now, the so-
called 9/11 Commission, which is now
meeting, and there have been severe
criticisms that amount to open accusa-
tions that Mr. Richard Clarke, referred
to in various ways by different officials
in the administration as someone who
apparently, if one is to believe the des-
ignations attached to him by members
of the administration, is lying. Not dis-
torting, not misinterpreting, not mis-
understanding, not having a different
point of view, not engaged in an aca-
demic exercise of confrontation and
different contending visions of what
might have taken place, but on the
contrary, specifically that Mr. Clarke
is lying, that he is not telling the
truth.

I believe Mr. Clarke is going to tes-
tify to the Commission tomorrow. | am
not familiar with whether or not the
witnesses taking the stand there in
front of that Commission are under
oath. But given the seriousness of the
circumstances, | certainly hope that
they are.

Mr. DELAHUNT. | think that we
should remind the audience that the
gentleman from Hawaii has just joined
us. In terms of what Mr. Clarke testi-
fies to tomorrow, | think we should
suspend our judgment tonight.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gen-
tleman will yield on that point, | have
no difficulty with that. My point here
was in response to the gentleman from
Washington’s observation that there is
at least one grand jury meeting right
now.

Mr. DELAHUNT. One grand jury that
we are aware of.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. That is what |
say, at least one meeting now. Perhaps
there may be more. My point is that
there are so many accusations with re-
spect to why, how, when, should we, et
cetera, having to do with Iraq that you
simply cannot continue to assassinate
the personalities or the characters of
the various individuals that we have
been citing and at some point not say,
look, somebody’s either telling the
truth or not, and let’s put it to the
test.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Does this come as a
surprise to the gentleman?

Let us be honest among ourselves
and with those people that are viewing.
If the gentleman remembers, it was the
Bush-Cheney campaign that back in
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2000 during the primary season, there
was an ad that ran in New York. It was
a 60-second radio spot in the days be-
fore the primary which was March 7 of
2000.

Let me just give the gentleman a
condensed version of that ad:

Hello. My name is Geri Barish and |
am a breast cancer survivor. It is a
woman introducing herself to the lis-
tening audience. Like many, | had
thought of supporting JOHN MCCAIN in
next week’s presidential primary. So |
looked into his record.

What | discovered was shocking.
JOHN MCCAIN opposes many projects
dedicated to women’s health issues.

It’s true. McCAIN opposes funding for
vital breast cancer programs right here
in New York. JOHN MCcCAIN calls these
projects just ‘‘garden variety pork.”
That’s shocking.

The truth, of course, was that Sen-
ator McCAIN did not vote against this
bill because of the breast cancer
projects, but because it was a military
spending bill that did not provide ade-
quate increases, in his judgment, for
our troops.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida). The
gentleman is reminded to please not
make references to individual Sen-
ators.

Mr. DELAHUNT. | apologize to the
Chair.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Madam Speak-
er, point of inquiry to the Chair. So
that we can be sure that we do not vio-
late any of the rules, | believe the gen-
tleman was not making specific ref-
erence. He was referring to an article
by way of reference. He was not refer-
ring directly. He was reporting some-
thing else.

Mr. DELAHUNT. I will eliminate ref-
erence.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. For
clarification, the gentleman is not al-
lowed to quote material that makes
references to an individual Senator
that would be out of order if spoken in
his own words.

Mr. DELAHUNT. | thank the Chair.
What | want to explain is that in this
particular case, the attack on Senator
McCAIN failed to mention that his sis-
ter was a breast cancer survivor.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gen-
tleman will yield, because | do not
want to incur the ire of the Chair, |
think what we need to do here, and per-
haps the Chair can enlighten us if we
are in violation, if we would refer to a
Senator unnamed who happened to be
running for President at a particular
time, people can make their own ref-
erence. Is that allowed?

Mr. DELAHUNT. From the State of
Arizona, | would add.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Par-
liamentarian indicates that the gen-
tleman should refrain from making ref-
erences to individual Senators.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Again, | thank the
Chair.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. We do not want
to violate anything. We would not refer
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to a particular Senator, but at least
one Senator ran for President in the
last election. Can we do that? Can we
at least refer to the fact that there was
a Senator who ran in the last election?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. General
references may be made without ref-
erencing an individual Senator.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. | thank the
Chair. | appreciate the Chair taking
the time to make that clear.

Mr. DELAHUNT. If I can, what | am
going to do is what is rather boldly
stated here on the cover of Time maga-
zine in February, when the question is
posed, and | would suggest that the
question is now being posed in very
real terms as we witness the string of
revelations that are occurring now on
an everyday basis: Believe Him Or Not:
Does Bush Have a Credibility Gap?

This is about credibility. It is not
just about the President, because the
President speaks for the United States.
The President’s credibility becomes
our credibility. Not Republican credi-
bility, not Democratic credibility, but
the credibility of the United States in
a very dangerous moment in world his-
tory, when we are all united to defeat
terrorism.

There was a fascinating story in my
hometown paper, the Boston Globe,
this morning. | think it is worthy to
present it to the gentleman tonight
and to have the viewing audience lis-
ten.

The former chief U.S. weapons in-
spector in lrag warned yesterday that
the United States is in grave danger of
destroying its credibility at home and
abroad if it does not own up to our mis-
takes in Irag.
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That is David Kay. That is the indi-
vidual who universally has received
praise and respect from policymakers
and people involved in this particular
issue. He was appointed by this White
House, this administration, to lead a
team to go to Irag and determine
whether there were weapons of mass
destruction. It is he now that is im-
ploring this White House, this Presi-
dent, this Vice President, to use his
words, to ‘“‘come clean with the Amer-
ican people’” because, as he points out,
the cost of our mistakes with regard to
the explanation of why we went to war
in Iraq are far greater than Iraq itself.
This issue is so profound that it is now
the credibility of the United States,
the prestige that we have earned
through decades, through the cen-
turies, that is at risk.

““We are in grave danger of having de-
stroyed our credibility internationally
and domestically with regard to warn-
ing about future events. The answer is
to admit you were wrong, and what |
find most disturbing about Washington
is the belief you can never admit you
are wrong.”

It is like | indicated earlier, there
have been newspaper reports that the
director of the CIA, Mr. Tenet, pri-
vately corrected the Vice President on
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his statements linking Saddam Hussein
to al Qaeda. And yet the Vice President
has not had the decency to come for-
ward to the American people and say, |
was wrong, when | was wrong.

And in another interview Mr. Kay
goes on, and when asked what his opin-
ion was of the statement of Vice Presi-
dent CHENEY that weapons of mass de-
struction might still be found in Iraq,
his response was, ‘‘What worries me
about Cheney’s statements is | think
people who hold out for a Hail Mary
pass delay the inevitable looking back
at what went wrong.”” That is what this
9/11 commission is hearing this week.
The message that we send out to the
rest of the world is that we are strong
and a mature democracy if we tell the
truth, and we will not have a credi-
bility gap.

I believe we have enough evidence
now to say that the intelligence proc-
ess and the policy process obviously
crafted by the President, President
Bush, and Vice President CHENEY that
used that information did not work at
the level of effectiveness that we re-
quire in the age we live in. | mean, this
is absolutely the most profound issue,
in my judgment, that is currently con-
fronting the United States with long-
term implications.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Madam Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield on that
point?

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

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Madam Speak-
er, it is quite clear that Mr. Kay is
clearly taking the high road in terms
of his characterization of what took
place and is giving the broadest benefit
of a doubt with respect to whether
there were misinterpretations or mis-
understandings as to what the true
facts were and what the implications of
those facts were in terms of whether
we went into Iraqg or not.

Others have a different interpreta-
tion. | quite agree with the gentleman
that this is the most profound issue
that we have faced perhaps in our life-
time because we have to go all the way
back to the Nixon Administration to
find a situation in which there was a
deliberate misleading of the American
people as to what the facts were with a
given situation, in this instance the
general question of Watergate, every-
thing that that implied and involved.
But at least there what was being done
was a cover-up, essentially, of rather
sordid and almost banal and mundane
political machinations. The rather sad
spectacle of the President of the United
States engaged in third-rate theatrics,
burglaries, false presentations as to
where money came from and where it
went and so on, sordid and stupid and
tawdry.

But in this instance, | would posit for
my friend and for those who are listen-
ing, in this instance we have accusa-
tions made that there was a deliberate
undertaking geared towards moving
this Nation to war, a preemptive war,
based on information and perspectives
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presented to the American public
which were untrue, were known to be
untrue, and were in fact the ideological
leanings of a small group of people de-
termined to take this Nation into war
with Iraq regardless of whether it
served either the strategic interests of
this Nation or whether it satisfied any-
body’s definition by any measure of the
truth.

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, |
think the proper characterization, |
heard one of our colleagues at a town
meeting say to one of our colleagues
never in this country have so many
been misled by so few, and now we are
going to find the truth as to why that
happened. And the reason we are going
to find the truth are two principles:
principle number one, facts are stub-
born things; and, two, the truth comes
out. It is coming out now, and it has
come out yesterday on television, and
it is coming out tomorrow in the com-
mission.

| want to read some of this truth that
I believe we are going to hear. The
question is whether or not this admin-
istration was compelled by intelligence
reports of weapons of mass destruction
that forced them to action in lraq or
whether this administration had a pre-
conceived judgment and decision to go
after Irag and then went looking for
something to substantiate that pre-
conceived decision to the American
public. And it is the latter, and we
know it is the latter, because every day
more and more truth is leaking out of
this White House.

What did we hear last night? We
heard in a book by Mr. Richard Clarke,
who was the White House’s former
counterterrorism chief, a pretty high
individual in the White House who is
responsible for counterterrorism,
which was quoted in the New York
Times, where he said that Mr. Bush
pressed him, Mr. Clarke, three times to
find evidence that Irag was behind the
attacks on the World Trade Center and
the Pentagon. The accusation is explo-
sive because no such link has ever been
proved. Mr. Clarke says, quoting the
President, ““‘l want you, as soon as you
can, to go back over everything, every-
thing,””” Mr. Clarke writes, and Mr.
Bush told him *‘See if Saddam did
this. See if he’s linked in any way.””
When Mr. Clarke protested that the
culprit was al Qaeda, not Iraq, Mr.
Bush ‘“‘testily ordered’” him, he writes,
to ‘““‘look into lIrag’s Saddam,””” and
then left the room; then demanded a
report, which was prepared, which
came back and gave the same answer
that there was not a meaningful con-
nection between al Qaeda and Iraq,
sent the report up the chain from CIA
and FBI. It got bounced back and sent
back saying, ‘“‘wrong answer, do it
again.””’

A war was started on a false premise
of a connection between lIraq and al
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Qaeda, and the truth as to why that
happened is coming out. Basically, as
far as | can tell, the White House’s
principle is that their Secretary of the
Treasury, who essentially said pretty
much the same thing, that it had been
Iraq, Iraq, Iraq even before September
11. Their counterterrorism chief, Rich-
ard Clarke, who said on the day of the
attack they said let us go get lrag and
try to gin up some evidence to support
this, in a manner of speaking; Joe Wil-
son, who was sent by this administra-
tion to find out whether this is a bill of
goods about this uranium that got into
the State of the Union address, the
White House is saying that all these
people who worked for the White House
in these high positions have no clue as
to what was going on. As far as | can
tell, what the White House says is their
position is nobody who ever worked in
the White House has a clue as to what
went on there because whatever they
said has got to be wrong. And now, in-
stead of welcoming a critical analysis
as to what went wrong here and where
the foul-up is, what is this administra-
tion doing?

According to the New York Times,
the way they characterize it, and |
think it is fair, they have ‘“‘opened an
aggressive personal attack against its
former counterterrorism chief, Richard
Clarke.” What did they do to Joe Wil-
son, the ambassador who found out
that they told a falsehood in the State
of the Union address? They tried to de-
stroy his wife’s career. What did they
do to their former Secretary of the
Treasury, who said essentially that
they had been trying to go after lraq
from day one in the administration?
And | paraphrase a little bit, but gen-
erally that was the thrust. They at-
tacked him personally.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Madam Speaker,
but these are all actions that are di-
rected at individuals. And | abhor
them, and somebody should be held re-
sponsible. It is as if there is another
enemies list.

The gentleman alluded earlier to the
Nixon years. There is something
Nixonian about targeting individuals,
attacking them, attacking them at a
personal level, and clearly trying to
undermine their professionalism and
hurt their careers. We have seen it
again and again.

| began earlier with the radio spot
that was used during the course of the
Presidential election, the one that was
masterminded obviously by Karl Rove,
who is the political adviser and | am
sure consults with the President on a
regular basis. But the gentleman
talked about former Secretary O’Neill.
Mr. Clarke now. What happened to
General Shinseki when he suggested
that there was need for 2 to 300,000
troops if the peace was to be won in
Irag? He was castigated in an ex-
tremely dismissive way by Under Sec-
retary Paul Wolfowitz.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Madam Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAHUNT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Hawaii.
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Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Madam Speak-
er, he was publicly rebuked, the chief
of staff of the Army who had come up,
I will tell the Members, from the
ranks. | happen to know about General
Shinseki because he is a true son of Ha-
waii. The son of humble people whose
family was interned in World War 11 for
the crime of being Japanese Ameri-
cans, who served our country from the
ranks on up to becoming chief of staff
of the Army, was rebuked by this little
man.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Madam Speaker,
again as | indicated, | sympathize with
these individuals, and I am confident
that as time moves on, because Amer-
ica is truly about, at its essence, the
search for the truth, that they will be
vindicated. What | would submit is
that time is vindicating them now,
whether it be Mr. Clarke or whether it
be David Kay.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Hans Blix.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Hans Blix. They are
all being vindicated. But really what is
at stake here is the prestige and the
credibility of the United States.

We heard a lot in the debate last
week about appeasement. There is no
appeasement when it comes to ter-
rorism. We are all united, Republican,
Democrat. | cannot imagine one Mem-
ber of this House not being adamant
that we pursue justice and that we win
the war on terror. But if we continue to
have our credibility undermined by
this White House, we risk losing the
war on terror.

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, frankly, again,
I want to reiterate we are all human
and we have all made mistakes and
every administration has made mis-
takes in the past, and we ought to be
somewhat understanding of that. But
this administration has been an abject
failure in helping us find out what hap-
pened here and finding responsibility
for those and taking action to hold
them accountable so we can dem-
onstrate to the world and to the Amer-
ican people that we are not going to
countenance starting wars based on
falsehood.
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Let us look at the record of this ad-
ministration in that regard.

How many people have been held to
account for the fact that a war started
based on false information? How many
people? The answer? Zero. Zero. Five
hundred people have lost their lives in
Irag, but zero people has George Bush
held accountable for this false informa-
tion, and it is wrong. Only one person
in America has lost their job over this
false information, and that was a radio
talk show host.

We need accountability for this mis-
take, and this administration needs to
get busy, instead of stonewalling and
covering up the truth, to help us find
the truth and find who is accountable.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Let us hope that
they listened to David Kay, who is im-
ploring them to come clean with the
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American people. It is so important,
because, well, let us look at the most
recent example.

If we are serious about the war on
terrorism, we need to have the respect
and cooperation and commitment of
the entire world. If you remember, in
the aftermath of September 11 there
was information that came pouring
into the United States about al Qaeda
cells in some 60 different countries. In
fact, we heard there were dozens of al
Qaeda cells operating right here in the
United States.

What is happening now? The most re-
cent statement by one of those nations
that actually participated and has a
number of troops in Iraq today, and |
refer to the Polish nation, their Presi-
dent said, “We were misled. They took
us for a ride.” That is his quote.

The Spaniards, we are castigated by
our friends for appeasement. | thought
that was rather arrogant, considering
the fact that the Spanish have dealt for
years attempting to rid their nation of
the terrorists who claim to be seeking
independence, the so-called ETA.

| found very interesting in the after-
math of the election in Spain that the
new leader there declared that his most
immediate priority will be to fight ter-
rorism. There was a disagreement that
Irag was a distraction, that we went
after the wrong enemy. And more and
more people are coming to that belief.

The South Koreans just this past
week indicated that they did not want
their troops transported to a venue
that would most likely create a poten-
tial where they would be engaged in vi-
olence.

The problem is, this is not about ap-
peasement; this is about credibility in
winning the war on terror.

Mr. INSLEE. If the gentleman will
yield, the question you are asking is
what Americans are asking all over the
country. Yesterday, one of my con-
stituents asked, | thought, a very in-
teresting question. He said, after Sep-
tember 11, who did the President focus
on? According to Paul O’Neill, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, including the
President’s own counterterrorism
chief, Richard Clark, the answer was
Iraq.

What my constituent asked me then,
he said, well, you know, 15 out of the 19
hijackers were from Saudi Arabia. Did
the President ever ask about Saudi
Arabia, the country where historically
a lot of these companies he has had
dealings with in the oil and gas indus-
try are? No. He never asked about
Saudi Arabia. Iraqg, Iraq.

I wanted to read what the
counterterrorism chief says happened,
because it is important, in trying to
find out whether they focused on Iraq
without justification.

Mr. Richard Clark said, ‘“Mr. Rums-
feld was saying we needed to bomb
Irag, and we all said no, no, al Qaeda is
in Afghanistan; we need to bomb Af-
ghanistan. And Mr. Rumsfeld said,
there aren’t any good targets in Af-
ghanistan, and there are lots of good
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targets in Iraq. | said, well, there are a
lot of good targets in a lot of places,
but Irag has nothing to do with it.””

This is the counterterrorism chief of
the White House. He went on: “Ini-
tially, 1 thought when he said there
aren’t enough targets in Afghanistan, |
thought he was joking. Initially. |
think that they wanted to believe that
there was a connection, but the CIA
was sitting there, the FBI was sitting
there, I was sitting there, saying we
have looked at this issue for years; for
years we have looked, and there is just
no connection.”

This is the White House’s
counterterrorism chief telling the Sec-
retary of Defense there is no connec-
tion between Iraq and al Qaeda.

And what did the President tell the
American people over and over and
over? He said essentially you cannot
even think of them as distinct entities.
He wanted to create a fear, to create an
image in America that al Qaeda and
Osama bin Laden had been morphed
into Saddam Hussein, because he be-
lieved it was in the Nation’s best inter-
est, for whatever the reasons are.

But he did not have the right to tell
these falsehoods to the American peo-
ple. Now that the truth is coming up,
he owes us an obligation to hold ac-
countable in his administration who-
ever is responsible for this, and he owes
us the obligation to stop stonewalling
the distribution of truth to the Amer-
ican people, and he needs to come
clean, as his arms inspector, David
Kay, says he should do. This is an obli-
gation to the people who are serving in
Irag tonight, our brothers and sons and
daughters and husbands and wives.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Do you find it in-
teresting that in the United Kingdom,
and | disagreed with the Prime Min-
ister there, Tony Blair. As you know, |
voted against the resolution author-
izing military action against Irag. But
| respect Tony Blair. He went before
the Parliament, and for hour after hour
after hour stood his ground in a re-
spectful fashion and answered each
question that was posed to him.

There is a commission going on right
now. | would hope that the President
would reconsider and go before that
commission, not behind closed doors,
but for the American people to hear, so
that the credibility not just of Presi-
dent Bush and Vice President CHENEY,
but the credibility of the United States
can be restored and replicate exactly
what the Prime Minister of the United
Kingdom did in response to questions
about the British role in Iraq.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gen-
tleman will yield, the gentleman might
be interested in the view of former
President Carter in that regard.

In an interview today in the Inde-
pendent, the British newspaper, the
Independent reports that President
Carter ‘“‘strongly criticized”” Mr. Bush
and British Prime Minister Tony Blair
‘“for waging an unnecessary war to oust
Saddam Hussein, based on lies and mis-
interpretations.”
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This is not me speaking; this is
former President Carter. This is not a
reporter giving an editorial point of
view. This is former President Carter.

I will repeat: “‘for waging an unneces-
sary war to oust Saddam Hussein,
based on lies and misinterpretations.
There was no reason for us to become
involved in Irag recently. That was a
war based on lies and misinterpreta-
tions from London and from Wash-
ington claiming falsely that Saddam
Hussein was responsible for the 9-11 at-
tacks, claiming falsely that Iraq had
weapons of mass destruction. And |
think that President Bush and Prime
Minister Blair probably knew that
many of the allegations were based on
uncertain intelligence. A decision was
made to go to war. Then people said,
let’s find a reason to do it.”

Mr. DELAHUNT. Well, you know,
again if | can take the time for just a
moment, what | would propose, because
| understand that the 9/11 commission
that is currently sitting here today has
agreed to, and | think mistakenly, has
agreed to a 1-hour interview with
President Bush, and only two members
of the commission are going to be enti-
tled to inquire of him. That just simply
continues to raise questions. It will be
interpreted as a lack of being forth-
coming.

What is necessary now, more than
ever, as David Kay has said, let us open
up. We are a democracy. | would go so
far as a Democrat to suggest that the
former President, President Clinton,
and President Bush, go before that
commission, one after another, sequen-
tially, and stay there as long as there
are questions to be asked regarding
terrorism and the threat of terrorism
to the United States. | would issue a
challenge to both of them. Make it a
bipartisan challenge. We have to take
this out of the political realm.

Yes, | am not naive; | know there is
a Presidential election, and these are
issues that should be discussed in a
Presidential election. But they have to
be vetted in a forum such as a commis-
sion, where all of the answers are put
out. And if there are mistakes that
have been made, both during the Clin-
ton administration and in this admin-
istration, the American people will be
better off, and, more importantly,
America’s role in the world will once
again be respected.

One only has to look at the polls.
There was a recent study done, and |
am not going to take the time, but let
me just give you a quick example, and
then one of you gentleman can close.

This is rating George Bush, but sub-
stitute George Bush for America. In
Britain, our closest ally, the
favorability of George Bush is 39 per-
cent; the unfavorably is 57 percent. In
France, the favorability is 15; 85 unfa-
vorable. Fourteen percent favorable in
Germany; 85 unfavorable. In Russia, 28
favorable; 60 unfavorable. In Turkey, 21
percent favorable; 67 percent unfavor-
able. Pakistan, 7 percent favorable; 67
percent unfavorable. In Jordan, 3 per-
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cent favorable; and 96 percent unfavor-
able.

This is true all over the world, not
just in the Mideast, but Asia, all over
Latin America. It is about the United
States. We need allies. We are finding
that out. We need cooperation. We have
got to win the war on terror. We can-
not tolerate appeasement, but we
should not be doing it alone.

Mr. INSLEE. If the gentleman will
yield, the obligation that | think is
paramount, forgetting for the moment
the need for allies, but the real para-
mount obligation is to the families who
have lost loved ones in Irag.

Now, the family | think of is one that
I spent some time with last weekend
who lost their husband and son in the
Tigress River, a U.S. soldier awarded
the Bronze Star for his heroism and
service in lraqg. That family is owed an
explanation by its government as to
why their husband and son died in a
conflict that was started based on false
information from the Government of
the United States, and that ought to be
a bipartisan position that that obliga-
tion is owed.

Amongst questions that need to be
answered are these: Why did the Presi-
dent of the United States of America
and his administration 10 times on nine
separate public appearances tell the
American people that Saddam Hussein
and Iraq had obtained aluminum tubes
for use in a reconstituted nuclear pro-
gram, when its own Department of En-
ergy had told it that that was false be-
fore they made those statements?

How can they possibly now stonewall
this information when we have already
peeled back the onion to find out that
the Department of Energy had told the
White House that they were wrong
about this claim and they still used it
to start this war? That is a question
this family is owed an answer to.

Second, why did this administration
tell Americans that Iraq had developed
these robot drone aircraft for the pur-
pose of spraying chemical and biologi-
cal weapons on us here in the conti-
nental United States when its own Air
Force in analyzing the information had
concluded that these robots were used
for photography, not aerial spraying of
biological and chemical weapons?
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Why did the President of the United
States authorize doing that, and if he
did not do it, who did? Who did that?
Because those people need to be held
accountable, if necessary, with their
jobs at least. This administration has
done nothing of the sort.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Madam Speak-
er, if the gentleman will yield on that
point, there is a lesson for all of us, and
I think we have all said tonight, and if
I have not said it yet, | will certainly
reiterate the gentleman’s point that we
all make mistakes, we all have our
weaknesses, we all have our elements
of shortsightedness. But | will tell my
colleagues this: as much as | opposed
this attack on Baghdad and, as |
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termed it at the time that a war would
break out after we made this dash to
Baghdad which is, in fact, what hap-
pened, as much as | opposed that, we
bear responsibility too. And | want to
indicate to people that we are down on
this floor not just because we need to
hear ourselves talk; we are down on
this floor because this Congress needs
to be accountable too. The very ques-
tions that the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. INSLEE) has been asking,
this Congress should have been asking.
We should not have allowed ourselves
to be pushed into doing the most pro-
found and fundamental thing that any
Congress can do and that any President
can do, which is take us into war. This
should be a lesson to all of us, includ-
ing and perhaps starting with the Con-
gress.

The Constitution says only the Con-
gress can declare war. When did it hap-
pen that we turned it over to the Presi-
dent to make his or her own decision
on that issue? We have a responsibility,
too; and | want to indicate to every-
body, at least for this Member, and I
think | am probably speaking for the
other Members on the floor here, we in-
tend to come back here, not because we
are doing penance, but because we are
doing oversight, the oversight that we
should have done before. Maybe the
same conclusion would have been ar-
rived at, 1 do not know, | doubt it; but
we should have been doing these
things.

No commission should be looking
into this right now. The plain fact is
we should be looking into it, and that
is what this Irag Watch is going to do.
We may not have the benefit of having
the President in front of us or Mr. CHE-
NEY or others, but we have the benefit
of understanding what the revelations
have been and what their meanings are
and to search for the truth, and that is
our obligation. And | hope that if noth-
ing else comes out of all of this, that in
future the Congress will take seriously
its obligation and carry forward on the
understanding that only the Congress
can declare war; and it should be only
done over the most thorough and com-
plete examination as to what has taken
place and what the strategic and moral
interests of the United States are.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Madam Speaker, |
am reminded of the words of Brent
Scowcroft and others in the first Bush
administration, those that served
under President George Herbert Walker
Bush, but particularly what Brent
Scowcroft stated in a column that he
wrote. He expressed a fear that a uni-
lateral rush into a preemptive war
would undercut worldwide support for
the war on terror and cast America as
an aggressor Nation for the first time
in our history. Now, here is a gen-
tleman, a lifelong Republican, presum-
ably, a man well respected internation-
ally, has an excellent reputation here
in Washington as a serious person, a
man of unimpeachable integrity. And |
think we have all been saying in our
own different ways what he said so elo-
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quently. And sadly, we find ourselves
in that very, very tragic moment
where we are losing allies, we are los-
ing the respect of the international
community; friends are beginning to
turn their backs on us. And, if that oc-
curs, the war that we must win, the
war on terror, is very much at risk.

————————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. CLYBURN (at the request of Ms.
PELoOsI) for today on account of official
business.

Mr. CULBERSON (at the request of Mr.
DELAY) for today on account of official
business.

Mr. TauzIN (at the request of Mr.
DELAY) for today and the balance of
the week on account of medical rea-
sons.

————

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCDERMOTT) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

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

Mr. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BROwN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. HINCHEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. McDERMOTT, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MEEHAN, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZzI0, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. LYNCH, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. WELLER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Florida,
for 5 minutes, today and March 24.

Mr. BURGESS, for 5 minutes, today
and March 24 and 25.

Mrs. BLACKBURN,
today.

Mr. WELLER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HULSHOF, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. ROs-LEHTINEN, for 5 minutes,
today and March 24 and March 30.

Mr. BUYER, for 5 minutes, March 24.

Mr. HENSARLING, for 5 minutes,
March 24.

for 5 minutes,

———

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. Con. Res. 97. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the 91st annual meeting of The Gar-
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den Club of America; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Madam Speak-
er, I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 50 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, March 24, 2004, at 10 a.m.

———————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

7220. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office of En-
ergy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Alternative Fuel
Transportation Program; Private and Local
Government Fleet Determination [Docket
No. EE-RM-03-001] (RIN: 1904-AA98) received
March 1, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7221. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Sta., Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Human
Cells, Tissues, and Cellular and Tissue-Based

Products; Establishment Registration and
Listing [Docket No. 97N-484R] received
March 16, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7222. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Mangement Sta., Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Human
Cells, Tissues, and Cellular and Tissue-Based
Products; Establishment Registration and
Listing; Correction [Docket No. 97N-484R] re-
ceived March 16, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7223. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a report,
consistent with the War Powers Resolution
and Public Law 107-243 and Public Law 102-
1, to help ensure that the Congress is kept
informed on the status of United States ef-
forts in the global war on terrorism; (H. Doc.
No. 108-175); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and ordered to be printed.

7224. A letter from the Chairman, Merit
Systems Protection Board, transmitting the
Board’s Performance Budget Justification
for FY 2005; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

7225. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the Department’s report entitled, “‘21st
Century Department of Justice Appropria-
tions Authorization Act,”” pursuant to Public
Law 107-273 section 202(a)(l)(c); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

7226. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the 2002 Annual Report of the Office of
the Police Corps and Law Enforcement Edu-
cation, pursuant to Public Law 103-322; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

7227. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting the 2004
Trade Policy Agenda and 2003 Annual Report
on the Trade Agreements Program, pursuant
to 19 U.S.C. 2213(a); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

7228. A letter from the Board of Trustees,
Federal Old-Age And Survivors Insurance
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