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size. | also had the privilege of working with
PHIL when we where two of only four mem-
bers to endorse Ronald Reagan’s 1976 pri-
mary challenge to President Gerald Ford.

As the number of representatives committed
to free-markets and low taxes increased,
PHIL's status as a congressional leader and
accomplished legislator grew. Thanks in large
part to PHIL's leadership; Congress has pro-
vided tax relief to American families and busi-
nesses during each of the last 4 years.

As his distinguished congressional career
draws to a close, | hope all who value free-
markets, individual liberty, and limited govern-
ment will join me in thanking PHIL CRANE for
his work on behalf of freedom.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
pay tribute to our colleague PHIL CRANE, who
will be leaving this hallowed institution after
nearly 35 years of service to his constituents
in lllinois and the citizens of the United States.
| honor him as a patriot, a public servant, and
a friend.

The longest-serving Republican in the
House of Representatives, PHIL CRANE cham-
pioned conservative ideals before it was pop-
ular to do so, and he continues to be a leader
to which many Members turn for guidance. As
a former college professor and published au-
thor, he always brings thoughtful opinions and
ideas to the table. Supporters of free trade
certainly owe him a debt of gratitude. The in-
stitutional knowledge and prosperity for policy
he exhibits demonstrate that he is truly a leg-
islator.

PHIL also is a devoted husband to Arlene, a
father and grandfather. My wife Evelyn and |
have had the privilege of entertaining the
Cranes in my Florida congressional district on
a couple of occasions. Both of us will miss
PHIL and Arlene as this chapter of their lives
draws to a close.

Mr. Speaker, it is fitting that we take time
today to honor our friend and colleague. May
God bless you, PHIL, as you and Arlene pur-
sue new dreams and challenges throughout
the coming years.

———
IRAQ WATCH

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

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, we are
here to have another week of the Iraq
Watch.

Before 1 start, I want to add my
words of congratulations to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) for
his outstanding career and what we
just witnessed on the floor, a very
warm and rare moment of emotion and
friendship between two colleagues. I
wish we had more of those moments
here, but I want to salute the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) for
his years of service and his dedication
to this House.

A year and a half ago, Mr. Speaker, a
number of us started what we call Iraq
Watch. We began to come to this floor
once a week to talk about Iraq, to talk
about the problems that we saw with
our policy there, to ask questions and
to suggest changes in our national pol-
icy. Now, a year and a half later, like
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the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE), I will be leaving this House,
and yet the questions regarding our
policy in Iraq remain.

Things have changed in Iraq over the
last year and a half, but some of the
fundamental problems that were appar-
ent at the beginning of our involve-
ment remain today and plague us
today and challenge our best national
interest today.

A number of us involved in Iraq
Watch, some like me who voted for the
military power that the President
sought in October of 2002 and some in
Iraq Watch who opposed the Presi-
dent’s request for military power, all of
us were alarmed in the spring of 2003
when the fighting actually began in
Iraq, that the President had used what
we thought was such an arrogant ap-
proach to this challenge, to the diplo-
macy, to the need to move forward
with as many allies as possible to con-
front what was surely a murderous ty-
rant, Saddam Hussein.

We saw an arrogant approach. We
saw a go-it-alone foreign policy, what
many of us thought was a cowboy di-
plomacy, where we pushed aside our al-
lies, where we told our international
institutions, such as the United Na-
tions and NATO and others, that we did
not need their help, that we were
happy to go alone into the challenge
that faced us in Iraq. A lot of us were
raising questions about that a year and
a half ago.

Unfortunately, that approach has not
changed. The President talks about
having the coalition of the willing sup-
porting us in Iraq, but it is not the
kind of strong international coalition
that we truly need to share the burdens
and share the costs and share the sac-
rifices that we have faced in Iraq and
not the kind of strong international co-
alition that his father put together in
the early 1990s for the Persian Gulf
War.

What the President is now doing
since his reelection this November is
making changes in his Cabinet and pro-
moting loyal members of his staff to
higher positions and to Cabinet posi-
tions in a way that, in my judgment,
will 1limit the options brought to the
President for his consideration; that he
will begin to hear just what he wants
to hear from his Cabinet and top offi-
cials; that the advice they give him
will be the advice they know he al-
ready provides to himself; and that he
has, instead of turning in a second
term to an independent and vigorous
Cabinet of obviously loyal Republicans,
which is the President’s due, instead of
building that kind of working relation-
ship, he has decided to build an echo
chamber, to create a foreign policy ad-
vice and support system in the State
Department and in the CIA and in the
National Security Adviser that will
tell him what he wants to hear.

Well, what he ought to hear, Mr.
Speaker, with due respect to the Presi-
dent and with due respect to his vic-
tory and the tough decisions he has to
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make every day, what he ought to hear
is that he still needs international sup-
port in Iraq. He still needs to inter-
nationalize the challenges, the finan-
cial challenges, the security chal-
lenges, the military challenges in Iraq,
and he still needs to Iraq-tize Iraq. We
still need to train up the Iraqis so that
they can fight for their own future, so
they can provide their own security, so
that they can be the tip of the spear.

Currently, we are using American
forces, brave American forces, coura-
geously led, and brave troops to battle
the insurgency in Iraq, door to door, in
Fallujah and other urban settings, and
our troops are behaving magnificently,
performing magnificently.

But it is my view, and I think shared
by my colleagues here in Iraq Watch,
that we are doing ourselves more harm
than good with the reality that it is
American troops fighting the insur-
gency, instead of Iraqi troops, Arab
troops, multinational troops with
American support; that the fact that
we are having to fight door to door,
facing the true horrors of urban war-
fare. That we are doing this virtually
alone, without international help,
without very much help from the
Iraqis, is generating such ill-will in the
Muslim world that while Iraq is better
off with Saddam Hussein out of power
and Iraq has some hope of moving to-
ward a tolerant and pluralistic society
with some version of self-government,
hopefully a flourishing democracy
sooner rather than later, while Iraq is
better off, the way we have gone about
this has actually done more harm than
good to America; that we have created
more terrorists than we have killed;
that we have created more ill-will than
goodwill in the Muslim world; and that
the arrogant and go-it-alone policies
that we have pursued, the cowboy di-
plomacy that we pursue to this day,
has set back the relations between this
country and the Muslim world, while
at the same time we do offer clearly
hope to the Iraqi people that they can
have a flourishing country, free from
the abuses of the tyrant and murderer
Saddam Hussein.

There is a lot more I would like to
say tonight, but I am joined by two of
the stalwarts of Iraq Watch, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE)
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
STRICKLAND) who have been here week
after week for a year and a half. So let
me turn to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. INSLEE) as he was the first
on the floor, and I am happy to yield to
him.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOEFFEL) but not just for this evening.

The Iraq Watch, which has been try-
ing to bring a responsible voice to Iraq
policy now for many months, was the
brain child of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL), and he
really did lead this effort, and we are
very appreciative of him, and I know
his constituents are, too.
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I have to tell the gentleman, he has
a lot of fans out in the State of Wash-
ington that I hear about, why can you
not can be as good as Mr. HOEFFEL. 1
hear that many times.

But seriously, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL) did some-
thing that does not happen all the time
around here. He really led, and he led
in an important issue to make sure
Americans heard a voice about Iraq
other than just from the White House,
and that is important we have that de-
bate. This was a creation of his and I
think has been useful, and I know a lot
of people have appreciated it, and I ap-
preciate his leadership on that. We
look forward to when the gentleman is
back in public service. So we hope
within 2 years, maybe even shorter.
Who knows?

But with that, let me turn to the sub-
ject here which is a tough one tonight.
I have to call a mother and father who
lost their 19-year-old Marine in
Fallujah this week tomorrow, and it is
very difficult because all three of us
here this evening voted against this
war, and we have all had this experi-
ence of talking to families. It is very,
very difficult.

What I am going to say is, what I
know what we all have said, is no mat-
ter what you think of the policy, these
are all good Americans who served, and
no American has died in vain while
serving under the flag of the United
States. I am going to do my best to
make sure parents appreciate that. No
matter what you think of the policy,
they died as heroes, and the people who
are sitting tonight in Fallujah, that is
how I think of them, no matter what
you think of the policy. I know we all
share that view.

It is difficult because it does inspire
some anger sometimes I think in all of
us as to what has happened in Iraq,
where a war was started based on false
assumptions about weapons of mass de-
struction and false assumptions and
statements by the White House about
Saddam’s connection to 9/11.

The trouble I have tonight is that the
same type of source of the mistake was
made unfortunately is being perpet-
uated by the White House. In other
words, one would think after the White
House started a war based on two
major falsehoods, that was given to
him by certain people, that the Presi-
dent would be doubly diligent to en-
deavor to get people who would not
perpetuate that same kind of mistake,
but in fact, what we have seen since
the election on November 2 is sort of
like a green light for hubris, a green
light to go ahead and actually make
stronger in the administration the very
voices that fouled up in giving us bad
information about this war and making
repeated misjudgments about how to
perpetuate it.

Just look at the decisions that have
been made in the last week. The man
who himself admitted responsibility
for putting a false statement into the
State of the Union address, where the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

President told people that Saddam was
trying to get uranium to build a nu-
clear weapon, it was a clear falsehood
in the State of the Union address, and
the man who himself admitted being
responsible for telling Americans and
the world that falsehood did not get
docked pay, did not get fired. He just
got a promotion to the National Secu-
rity Council. So here we have the guy
who is responsible for a major failure
of American information that led to a
war where 1,200 Americans have died.
He gets a promotion. This is a perpet-
uation of this arrogant attitude that
has got us into this pickle in Iraq.

What happens to the Defense Sec-
retary who has had running arguments,
as we know, with the Secretary of
State Colin Powell about whether to go
into this war and how to perpetuate it?
Who is the one who leaves? It is the
guy who, we are told at least, said let
us be scrupulous about this, and the
Secretary of Defense stays, the one
who has been in charge of this since
Abu Ghraib and did not give us accu-
rate information, including the U.S.
Congress, leading up to this.

Then what do we see happens at the
CIA? Well, here’s the capper for me.
Here we have a man who left this
chamber. He is now heading the CIA.
What is the first thing he does, almost
first thing he does? He writes a memo
to all the CIA employees. I have not
seen this memo but it is quoted in the
paper. It says, he expects all employees
that their job is to support the admin-
istration and its policies in our work
and as agency employees we do not
identify with, identify with, support or
champion opposition to the adminis-
tration or its policies.
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He sent a very strong message to CIA
employees: what the White House
wants, it is going to get. And that is
language that people understand.

The last thing this President needs is
unanimity from his intelligence agen-
cies. He needs debate. He needs to be
told some information that may not
square with his preordained view of the
world. And, in fact, they are going the
wrong way at the CIA and firing people
who have deigned to give the President
information that is different from in-
formation he believes to be true.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman from Washington will
yield just on that point, the last thing
this country needs is for our intel-
ligence, our CIA to be politicized, to
have decisions made, conclusions
reached that are based on political con-
siderations rather than on factual, ob-
jective data.

This memo from a newly appointed
CIA director, Mr. Goss, is a blatant at-
tempt to politicize our intelligence op-
erations, to politicize the CIA. What
that will do is place this country at
great risk. Because if we cannot trust
the intelligence to be based on actual
fact, actual objective data as best we
can collect it, but make decisions

November 17, 2004

based on political considerations, then
that will put the American people at
risk, and it will put our troops at risk.

That is absolutely almost unthink-
able, that a newly appointed director of
the CIA would be so insensitive and out
of touch that he would actually put
such a directive into a written memo
and have it circulated.

And I yield back to the gentleman.

Mr. INSLEE. I thank the gentleman
for his comments, Mr. Speaker, and let
me continue.

Later on in the memo, Goss has lan-
guage that says ‘“We provide the intel-
ligence as we see it and let the facts
alone speak to the policymaker.”” But
when you send a memo to your employ-
ees suggesting they dare not ever say
anything to challenge the President’s
preassumptions, that sentence does not
bear out this memo. The message was
sent and I am sure received by the CIA.

And I am very disturbed about some-
thing I saw last night, a show I was
watching, and I cannot remember the
name of it, but a former CIA person
who has now left the agency and who
was the person in charge of the unit
searching for Osama bin Laden was on
this program. This was the gentleman
whose professional duty it was, for
about 6 years, to lead the hunt for
Osama bin Laden. In fact, he was so ag-
gressive about it, for about 2 years
they took him off the job because he
was driving his superiors nuts because
he was raising these red flags about
Osama bin Laden. After September 11,
they put him back on the post because
they realized he was right about how
serious this issue was.

He has now left the post, but last
night he said there was absolutely no
credible evidence of a substantive link
between Osama bin Laden and Saddam
Hussein. The number one guy in the
employment of the Central Intelligence
Agency last night told Americans there
was no link. And for a year or more,
the President, the Vice President, you
name it, was running around America
trying to create this impression in
America’s mind that there was a link
in order to justify this war. That is dis-
turbing to me.

Here is a guy that ought to be in the
CIA challenging the White House’s po-
litical decisions. He needs to be on the
job rather than spit out of the agency
like a watermelon seed. That is what
they are doing. Anyone down there who
is challenging the White House ortho-
doxy is getting kicked out.

This is not a good thing for our fu-
ture decisions. We have tough decisions
to make with regard to Iraq. This of-
fensive in Fallujah, where heroes died,
and they were heroic, but it is not the
end of the trail. We have some tough,
tough decisions.

I yield back to my colleague from
Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL).

Mr. HOEFFEL. Well, Mr. Speaker, 1
thank my colleagues, and I am very
concerned about the problems we are
seeing at the CIA. The reality is that
this administration, over the last cou-
ple of years, has a very sorry record of
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spinning the information that the CIA
has given them. So we have got a prob-
lem with the CIA intelligence not
being as accurate as it needs to be for
a number of reasons, I guess, listening
to each other parroting back what
other agencies have said. Not enough
human intelligence agencies in Iraq
during the Hussein regime. There are a
variety of reasons.

The intelligence that they did
produce about weapons of mass de-
struction was incorrect. It was filled
with caveats and uncertainties. The re-
ports that were being issued to the
White House in the fall of 2002 said we
think he has these weapons, we believe
he has got these weapons, we have been
told he has these weapons. But none of
that uncertainty was passed on to the
Congress or to the American people.

In fact, I was briefed at the White
House with 20 of our colleagues, a bi-
partisan group, in the Roosevelt Room
of the White House on October 2, 2002,
by George Tenet, then Director of the
CIA, and Condoleezza Rice, then the
National Security Adviser to the Presi-
dent, and they spoke with complete
certainty: we know that Hussein has
weapons of mass destruction, they said
to us. We know how many he has got.
We know where they are. We know how
much those weapons weigh.

It turns out that 7 or 8 months later,
when the reports that George Tenet’s
CIA was giving to him and to
Condoleezza Rice in the fall of 2002 fi-
nally became public, or actually be-
came available for rank-and-file mem-
bers to review, those reports were filled
with caveats, filled with uncertainties,
filled with hesitance; and yet none of
that was passed on.

So I would say to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. INSLEE) that there has
been spinning at the White House for
quite a while. And as my colleague
says, the Deputy National Security Ad-
viser has now been promoted and the
National Security Adviser is now going
to be the Secretary of State. I must
say, based upon her intentional mis-
leading of the 20 Members of the Con-
gress who were briefed by her and by
George Tenet on October 2, 2002, I do
not have confidence in Condoleezza
Rice. I am afraid she is going to tell
the President what he wants to hear
and will not tell the Congress and the
American people what we need to hear
and will not face up to the President
when she needs to.

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. STRICKLAND).

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my friend for yielding to me,
and as we stand here and talk this
evening, there may be those listening
who wonder why are we talking about
the past. I think there is a very good
reason for us to talk about the past and
to remember what has happened, be-
cause the very people who are respon-
sible for having made these erroneous
decisions in the past are the same peo-
ple who are in positions of power and
even being promoted in the present.
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That means that they will be in a posi-
tion to make decisions about the fu-
ture.

Now, many of the decisions that have
been made have been deadly decisions,
and lives have been lost as a result of
decisions that were based upon false in-
formation or distorted or twisted infor-
mation; quite frankly, I believe infor-
mation that was purposefully manipu-
lated in such a way as to try to get the
support of the American people for car-
rying out this President’s foreign pol-
icy.

I just want to share with my col-
leagues some human consequences of
what has happened. About 3 weeks ago,
I received nearly 20 letters from var-
ious members of a family support
group. This family support group con-
sists of family members whose loved
ones are part of a transportation re-
serve unit that has been activated and
is now in Iraq. And at the time they
wrote me, they told me their loved
ones were around the Fallujah area,
which is one of the most dangerous
places in which to be in Iraq.

The people who wrote me indicated
at the time that they wrote that out of
this one vreserve unit that is
headquartered in Cadiz, Ohio, that they
had lost three of their loved ones. They
have since lost a fourth. So four sol-
diers have been lost out of that one re-
serve unit. It is a transportation unit.

The letters told me that they were
getting messages from their loved ones,
these troops, telling them that they
were not being adequately supplied
with proper life-saving equipment.
They were driving around in vehicles
that were not armed, for example. And
we know that if you are a member of a
transportation unit and you are on pa-
trols and you are delivering supplies
and so on, one of the great dangers in
Iraq is driving over these explosives
that have been placed in the roadways.

So out of this one unit, four have al-
ready been lost. And these letters that
I received from the loved ones said to
me, when we gave our precious soldiers
to go fight this war, we trusted our
government to provide them with
every protection possible. Now they are
deeply, deeply disturbed and concerned
that their loved ones are not being ade-
quately cared for.

Now, I believe that part of the prob-
lem in the execution of this war has
been the fact that it was initially based
upon these false assumptions and this
false information. We were told basi-
cally this was going to be a piece of
cake; that we were going to be wel-
comed as heroes; and there was not
adequate planning, not adequate prepa-
ration. It took the Pentagon, it took
this administration, this President, be-
cause he is the Commander in Chief,
more than a year to be able to say that
all of our troops, each of our troops in
Iraq was equipped with basic body
armor. Now, I think that is absolutely
shameful.

I wonder how many of our troops
have lost their lives because they were
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not properly equipped, and how many
of our troops right tonight, as we stand
here in the Chamber of the people’s
House, how many of our troops are in
danger tonight simply because this ad-
ministration has failed to properly
plan and provide them with adequate
materials. There is a consequence to
the kind of behavior that we have been
describing. There is a consequence
when people use false information or
distort information or make such unre-
alistic assumptions, and it is abso-
lutely tragic.

In my congressional district, the
Sixth Congressional District in Ohio,
we have lost five soldiers, a 20-year-old,
a 2l1-year-old, and three men who were
in their late 30s. One of those men left
five children ages 3 through 12. We are
talking here about real consequences.
We are talking about real people, real
families. And there are Americans to-
night who are worried sick because
they have loved ones over there fight-
ing this war, and they are doing the
very best they can under very difficult
circumstances, and we honor our
troops, but that is one of the reasons
that we stand here and advocate that
they be cared for in a way that is befit-
ting a great Nation.

We should never send one of our sol-
diers into harm’s way without them
having proper armor and equipment.
And tonight I can say, based on what I
have heard from my constituents and
some of the soldiers who are currently
in the field, we are not doing all that
we can to keep them as safe as they
can possibly be kept.

I yield back to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio. That is a
very human account of what is hap-
pening in Iraq.

There is no question that this Presi-
dent knows how to use American
power, but what I fear is that he is not
aware or willing to use the totality of
American power, which certainly
starts with military power but is much
more than that. We are certainly the
strongest military in the world, and we
need to stay that way. It is a dangerous
world. The war on terror is going to be
a challenge for years to come, and we
must maintain our military strength.
But there is more to American power
than the military power that we pos-
sess, and this President does not seem
to appreciate or understand or value
the totality of our power, which in-
cludes diplomatic power and economic
power, our cultural ties, the powers of
moral persuasion.

We are the only superpower left in
the world, and I am thankful we are. It
gives us an opportunity to lead, in-
spire, cajole, push, advocate, and pres-
sure. We have the ability through di-
plomacy and trade and economic ties
and cultural ties to bend people to our
will, up to a point, if we have a good
argument and we are right on the facts
and it is in their interest too. Obvi-
ously, every situation is different from
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the prior. But this President does not
seem to put any value in the totality of
American power.

The military strength we have needs
to be maintained and nurtured, but it
has to be used as a last resort, not a
first resort.
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As strong as we are, we cannot be the
world’s policemen. We cannot impose
our will through military strength
alone, and yet that is the circumstance
that we face in Iraq. We are trying to
do very good things there, and we all
share the President’s goals of creating
a pluralistic society, a tolerant, demo-
cratic society. And yet the unilateral,
go-it-alone, arrogant strategy, the cow-
boy diplomacy, the failure to admit
mistakes, the inability to train up the
Iraqis for them to do their own fighting
and provide their own security, and the
mistakes that were made. The first
thing we did was dismiss the Iraqi
Army and the border patrol, and the
second thing was dismiss the Iraqi civil
service, and there was nobody left to
run the country but Americans.

This President does not seem capable
of acknowledging error and fixing it.
The people he has been promoting in
this echo chamber seem unwilling or
incapable of standing up and saying,
Mr. President, you have to change
these policies.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
follow up on what the gentleman said
on the failure to successfully pursue
any international involvement.

The bad news is that the President’s
plan is even unraveling with those who
originally made some commitments to
him. I read in the paper last week that
Hungary has just announced that they
will withdraw their troops. This was on
top of withdrawals, either actual or an-
nounced, by Spain, 1,300 troops; Po-
land, 2,400 troops; the Netherlands,
1,400 troops; Thailand, 450 troops; the
Dominican Republic, 322 troops; Nica-
ragua, 115 troops; Honduras, 370 troops;
the Philippines, 51 troops; Norway, 155
troops; and New Zealand, 60. These are
relatively small numbers, but I think
it is a symptom of some bad decision-
making. And the reason we talk about
the past is the President is perpet-
uating his decisionmaking that created
these conditions. He sees no reason
ever to change.

We had a small coalition to start
this, and now the small number of
troops sent to help us are being with-
drawn so our people are having to bear
the burden of the fighting.

In Fallujah, this long after the fight,
we had token Iraqis with us, and one of
the reasons is the administration did
not set up an infrastructure for train-
ing the Iraqis. Last month, 4 weeks
ago, all that time since the original in-
vasion, we still had only 40 percent of
the trainers that the plan called for on
day one to train Iraqis troops.

This thing has been botched, and the
problem is the President is promoting
people who are responsible for it, and
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we are getting deeper. One thing that
bothers me, the gentleman mentioned
the President knows how to use power.
He should not use it in a way that lets
politics dictate military decisions. It is
pretty clear to any neutral observer
that is what happened in Fallujah, be-
cause this spring we had an offensive
into Fallujah. It was called off. Every-
body knew we were going to have to go
back in there, and it would seem to me
it would make prudent sense to go
back in there before we give thousands
of insurgents time to build bunkers, ac-
cumulate their communications net-
work. What did the President do? It is
pretty clear. Not until after the elec-
tion because there is going to be Amer-
ican blood flow.

One week after the election, all of a
sudden we get the attack on Fallujah.
Thirty-eight Americans die in the at-
tack. It is pretty clear, and it is sad to
say what happened here. There was a
political decision to avoid this assault
and, as a result, these insurgents had
more and more time to fortify
Fallujah. That was wrong by a Repub-
lican, a Democrat or anybody, to put
our men in harm’s way, to allow the
enemy to consolidate their position,
and we had to walk our people into
those dens of fire.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I
want to reinforce what the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. INSLEE) is say-
ing. It was very obvious this decision
and the timetable attached to it was
influenced by a political clock. The
fact is, we telegraphed to the world and
the enemy what we were going to do.
We gave them time to prepare, and we
waited until a few days after the elec-
tion and then the decision was made to
go in.

That is a troubling thing to conclude.
It really troubles me to think that a
decision like that that would involve a
military operation that was going to
likely consume American lives would
be in any way influenced by a political
clock, but the evidence seems quite
clear that is what happened. We had to
build up for months and then more in-
tensely in the weeks leading up to the
election, and the enemy knew we were
coming in. That gave them an oppor-
tunity to be ready for us, to have sup-
plies and equipment in place. There
was no element of surprise in our going
into Fallujah. We basically let them
know, as soon as the election was over,
it was going to happen. That truly
troubles me. I think it should trouble
every American.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, it troubles
me because I am going to call some
parents tomorrow who lost their 19-
year-old son in that battle. I am not
going to broach this with them. I do
not know if the thought has crossed
their mind, but I cannot reach any
other conclusion. What possible reason
was there to wait 6 months to go into
Fallujah except the fact that there was
an election on November 2, and then do
it just a few days after the election.
What possible reason could there be
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other than the fact of the election
schedule?

We saw how horrendous the fighting
was in Fallujah. Some of these tunnels
were reinforced with steel, and we gave
them 6 months to do that. People’s
heads should roll in the administration
for that.

Again, what we hear tonight is the
people responsible for that have been
promoted into higher positions of au-
thority. We are not going in the right
direction in Iraq.

Unfortunately, let me note a reality
in Iraq, we have to some degree ob-
tained some degree of success over
Fallujah, but just read what happened
everywhere else.

In Samarra, we had a Fallujah-like
assault several months ago, and we
thought we were successful there, but
this week the Iraqi police stations were
raided by the insurgents, and 33 Iraqi
soldiers and policemen were killed, in-
jured 48.

In Ramadi, a slew of suicide car
bombers wounded 20 U.S. Marines. Gue-
rillas raided three police stations, kill-
ing 22 officers.

In Diyala Province, a governor’s aide
and two members of the Provincial
Governing Council were killed, and
bombs exploded across Baghdad at a
Catholic Church and against U.S. con-
voys along the main road to the air-
port.

We still cannot secure the main road
to the airport in Baghdad. We still are
hiring the people responsible for these
debacles and giving them promotions.
It is wrong.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman mentioned the main
road from Baghdad and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL) indi-
cated earlier tonight that we have been
holding this Iraq Watch special order
for some period of months now. Those
who have listened to us before may re-
call that I have mentioned in the past
that I was privileged to be in the first
delegation of American Congress Mem-
bers who were able to get into Iraq,
leave the Baghdad airport and go into
what is now the Green Zone in May
after the initial attack on Baghdad.

We were there in late May on the day
that Ambassador Bremer took the
reins of control from General Garner.
Forgive me for going over some past
ground, but, unfortunately, what is
being cited by the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. INSLEE) and by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND)
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. HOEFFEL) tonight requires this for
a very simple reason.

When we hear of standing up or cre-
ating this Army, creating these forces,
that was the goal that was stated to us
the very first day that Ambassador
Bremer was there, supposedly based on
the work that General Garner was sup-
posed to be doing up to that time. And
we continue to have reports in the
presses as if this is something suddenly
just discovered.

On that day, we sat at the table with
Ambassador Bremer and General Gar-
ner. I recall very clearly saying to
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them, we have just been down this road
from the airport, the international air-
port in Baghdad here, and I said to
them. You are going to need 10,000 sol-
diers just to guard that highway. I
said. It is a strip of tar going from the
airport in the middle of a desert into
Baghdad. This is not the Big Dig up in
Boston or entering metropolitan At-
lanta. This is not finding your way
around Philadelphia or New York. This
is a strip of tar from another big strip
of tar where planes land into Baghdad.
I said, there are no lights. There is no
possibility of being able to stop people
planting mines or coming up with
shoulder-held rocket grenade launch-
ers, explosive propellants of all kinds.

And now here we are nearing the end
of 2004, and you cannot even go on that
road today. This is a debacle. This is a
disaster. This is taking place right now
in circumstances in which we are ob-
serving generals saying to their troops,
witnessed by embedded reporters with
television cameras, drawing the anal-
ogy to Hue in Vietnam.

I am old enough to have been in-
volved in the discussions that took
place during the 1960s with what we
were doing in Vietnam with a half a
million soldiers and an indigenous
Army fighting with the South Viet-
namese that could fight, that was
trained and was equipped. And the
analogy was Hue in Vietnam. Fallujah
is going to be like Hue. Hue was a dis-
aster for us. A few more wins like that,
and we are completely undone.

What we forget is the actual military
activity that took place had nothing to
do with the war in the sense of whether
or not we would be successful politi-
cally or militarily. The actual cir-
cumstances of the combat and the ca-
pabilities of the soldiers, all of which
have been cited by us over and over
again, that is not the issue. The com-
petency of the American soldier is not
the issue. The willingness of the Amer-
ican soldier to fight or the bravery, the
professionalism, that is not the issue
as such. Whether they are equipped
properly, of course, that is an issue for
us, but the political reality is this is an
unmitigated disaster. We are setting
the foundation and groundwork, if you
will, for decades, if not centuries, of op-
position to us as a result of what is
going on right now.

You need only go to look at how it is
characterized around the country. I
was visiting with my mother in Flor-
ida, and I have been to Massachusetts.
I have gone all over the country. The
Palm Beach Post, the Providence Jour-
nal, how is it characterized? Here is
what the Providence Journal said on
Monday, November 15.
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“The absence of insurgent bodies in
Fallujah has remained an enduring
mystery.” It is no mystery. This is a
guerilla fight.

In the same paper:

“But much of the city lay in smoking
ruins. Isolated bands of rebels still har-
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assed American and Iraqi soldiers.”
Rebels against what? ‘““The military
victory appeared to be nearly over-
shadowed by insurgent violence else-
where, particularly in the northern
city of Mosul.”

Again quoting:

“The Governor of Mosul province,
saying he had lost faith in local secu-
rity forces, called in thousands of
Kurdish militiamen for the first time
to quell the insurgent uprising there.”

Today a hearing was held on the
staffing requirements, the personnel
requirements for the Guard and the Re-
serve, testimony at the Committee on
Armed Services today. Happy faces, it
was characterized to me by a Repub-
lican Member here tonight, a stalwart
member of the committee. And I reit-
erate again with respect to the many
times we have appeared on the floor,
this is not a Republican versus Demo-
cratic issue. The Committee on Armed
Services tries not to operate in that
kind of a context. We try to operate on
the basis of the security interests of
the United States. One of our col-
leagues said to us, “They put on happy
faces today.”” What the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. INSLEE) has just
quoted, what these other two of my
colleagues here have been quoting is
that we are living in a fantasy. I was
asked by a former Member today, What
are you doing over at the Capitol? I
said, We’re organizing our delusions.
We are in the midst of organizing our
delusions.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I would yield
with one observation, though, as has
been stated by our colleagues here to-
night. The thing that I most regret
about coming back this evening is that
shortly we will be taking leave of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOEFFEL). He is the founder of this op-
portunity that the rest of us have
seized upon week after week. He has
been the guiding light and the inspira-
tion for this. I deeply regret that he
will not be here next year because, un-
fortunately, I am afraid we are going
to have to be here next year. But I can
tell him that the fire that he has lit in
us and in others who have come here
will not go out, and we will try to
carry on the legacy that he has estab-
lished for us to live up to.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, that is
very kind of the gentleman from Ha-
waii, a bit overblown and exaggerated,
but very kind of him.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Not a bit.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Next year I am going
to be watching. I am going to be tuning
in. I know my colleagues will be fight-
ing the good fight as they have been for
the last year and a half.

I wanted to comment upon your
views, that what is virtually a purely
military approach to our challenge in
Iraq is not working, cannot work in the
face of a guerilla opposition that melts
away when we attack en masse and
comes up and attacks us where we
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least expect it a few days later in an-
other location. It is consistent with my
earlier statement that as strong as our
military is and as strong as we have to
keep it, we have got to use more than
just our military power in our dealings
with the rest of the world. We have to
use the totality of our power, which in-
cludes diplomatic power, economic
power, cultural ties, the powers of
moral suasion.

One of the things I wish this Presi-
dent would talk about and I hope the
next Congress will talk about is the
need for economic revitalization in the
Middle East and in Eurasia. We need a
modern day Marshall Plan. We need to
address the challenges in Iraq and the
rest of that part of the world not just
with a military strategy but we have
got to give to those young men and
women, mostly young men, although
there are now suicide bombers who are
women, who are so desperate, who are
so hopeless that they would believe it
is in their best interests to strap a
bomb on and kill innocent civilians
rather than have some hope that they
can build a better life, that they can
find a job, they can improve the qual-
ity of life for themselves and their fam-
ilies. We have got to address the eco-
nomic needs. I do not mean by handing
out money. I mean by making the
kinds of investments, along with West-
ern Europe and other industrialized so-
cieties, the kinds of investments that
will build some economic strength.

In the Marshall Plan after World War
II, over a period of 4 years we invested
$13 billion in 14 countries. That in to-
day’s dollars would be $100 billion over
4 years, $25 billion a year. Our total
foreign aid now is about $20 billion a
year. So if we a little bit more than
doubled our foreign aid, we could cre-
ate a similar economic revitalization
plan as we did so successfully in the
late 1940s.

It is a different challenge. The coun-
tries we are trying to help here are
frankly much worse off than the West-
ern European countries were after
World War II. Those countries had a
labor force that was trained. They had
been industrial countries. The Afghani-
stans, all the Stans, Iraq, Iran, those
are countries with much greater needs.
But if we try to solve the problems of
the world with military solutions only,
if we try to keep ourselves safe with
military solutions only, if we try to
win the war on terror with only a mili-
tary response, we will not succeed. Our
military will perform well, as they al-
ways do; but there is not a military so-
lution, a purely military solution, to
the challenges that face us.

We have got to pay attention to the
hopes and aspirations. It is more than
just the poverty these people face. It is
the grinding helplessness and hopeless-
ness they must feel. We have got to
create a sense of opportunity in this
part of the world.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. In that context,
then, you have indicated, yes, a Mar-
shall Plan might be in order, but that
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presumes that the fighting has ended.
The fighting has not ended. It is no-
where near ending. You cannot make
an investment in somewhere, where
again I will quote, most of the city lay
in smoking ruins.

Another quote: ‘“Tanks and armored
vehicles, their turret guns blazing in
all directions, finished the sweep
through the city.” We are destroying
everything in our path. And then the
only thing that I see is that, well, we
will be responsible, the United States
is going to have to be responsible for
the rebuilding. Who? Another Halli-
burton? Another series of projects to be
laid out? You cannot guarantee that
the people who are going to do the
building will be safe.

So all of this is a fantasy. It is a de-
lusion, that somehow we are going to
succeed with this. My final point on
that is that it is the military itself
then at that point that will have dif-
ficulties because we are not going to be
able to recruit. Despite the happy face
that has been put on this, the Reserves
are falling behind in their recruitment
and retention. The Guard is falling be-
hind in their recruitment and reten-
tion, and those strains and those
stresses are going to become more ap-
parent in the days and months to
come, and the stress and strain in the
days and months to come will manifest
itself in the inability of the United
States to have the Kkinds of deploy-
ments under the circumstances that
would be most ideal to maximize the
efficiency of the Armed Forces.

It is not that they will not try. It is
not that they will not do their best. It
is not that they will not give their all.
It is that we will be letting them down
in the first place by requiring some-
thing of them that actually is against
the protocols and the standards that
we have set up in order to have the
best possible military capacity.

Mr. STRICKLAND. If the gentleman
will yield, just listening to the gen-
tleman, I am reminded of a fact. The
fact is this: that the only people sacri-
ficing for this war are the soldiers and
the people who love them. The Presi-
dent is not sacrificing for this war. The
corporate world is not sacrificing for
this war. Those of us who sit in the
safety of this Chamber, we are not sac-
rificing for this war. We do not have
sons and daughters and loved ones in
Iraq in harm’s way.

So who is sacrificing? The taxpayer
is not sacrificing for this war, not the
current taxpayer, because the Presi-
dent has decided that the cost of this
war is just going to be pushed into the
future so the children and the children
yet to be born will bear the burden for
paying for this war. It is a shame that
the President is asking nothing of us as
a Nation, save the lives and the time,
the service of our soldiers and the grief
and the worry of the people who love
them. It is just almost beyond belief
that we find ourselves where we are to-
night.

Our country was attacked as a result
of Osama bin Laden, the Taliban. We
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supported going into Afghanistan, ob-
viously, all of us. Out of 5635 members of
the House and Senate, only one voted
against the war in Afghanistan because
it was wholly, totally justified and nec-
essary. And then all of a sudden the
President and his advisers decided that
we were going to go to Iraq. No connec-
tion with the attack upon this country.
No weapons of mass destruction. No
imminent danger to us. Yet we divert
resources and intelligence away from
Afghanistan, away from the search for
Osama bin Laden, and here we find our-
selves in Iraq and we all knew that we
were going to win the military battle.

There is not a country on the face of
this Earth or a combination of coun-
tries on the face of this Earth that can
stand up to our military and our fight-
ing men and women. We all knew that.
And so there is this quick, so-called
end of combat, and the President got
on the aircraft carrier, there was that
sign up there Mission Accomplished,
and look what has followed. Thousands
of people injured. Well over 1,000 of our
soldiers are now dead. Iraq has become
a haven for terrorists. They are coming
from throughout the world, gathering
in Iraq; and we find ourselves bogged
down with no plan, continuing death,
continuing injuries, continuing ex-
pense. And we have got an administra-
tion who is wanting to continue to do
the same thing they have been doing
for the last several months. It is truly
alarming, saddening, that our Nation
finds itself in this situation tonight.

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

Mr. INSLEE. I just want to say that
there is a future in Iraq. The one thing
we should recognize and we are in it to-
gether, Democrats and Republicans,
whether we voted for this war or not,
and we all have responsibilities to try
to make tough decisions about what to
do now. Our discussion of the past does
not mean to suggest that we can walk
away in the next 24 hours from Iraq,
but I think what we are saying is that
we need people that we can trust with
decision-making in Iraq, that we will
have a rational, decision-making proc-
ess that is based on the facts rather
than just hopes and wishes.

I remember just even 6, 8 months ago
listening to the Vice President talking
about how things were going so re-
markably well in Iraq and we had the
Mission Accomplished incident. We had
Ambassador Bremer telling us and
Wolfowitz telling us that this entire
thing was going to be financed with oil
revenues from Iraq. He told us, to Con-
gress, I remember this very well. He
said, ‘“There won’t be a single taxpayer
dollar associated with this project.”
How many billion are we in it now? It
is hard to tell.

As the gentleman from Ohio pointed
out, the one thing we know about every
billion dollars this President has spent,
it has been of my grandchildren’s
money. He has not asked any sacrifice
of us. Winston Churchill said, ‘““All I
have to offer you is blood, sweat, toil
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and tears.” This President has said,
“Just go shopping.” That is how he has
approached this. So we are asking this
horrific sacrifice of our men and
women in Fallujah tonight. But this
President wants to keep cutting taxes
for the wealthiest folks, his friends.
That is how he handles it. He is the
only President in American history
who has insisted that in the middle of
war when our warriors are out there
risking their lives, he does not want to
risk anything except his tax cuts, and
he will not even risk that.

He is the only American President
who has ever done major tax cuts in a
war. I would assert that he is in the
panoply of those who are the most eco-
nomically and morally irresponsible.
This is a moral issue to ask our sol-
diers to go die in Fallujah and go back
here in the homestead and try to boost
his popularity by giving tax breaks to
the rich.
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That is a moral issue. And there has
been a lot of talk about moral values in
this last election.

I want to say, I look at that as a vio-
lation of the values that I hold and I
think a majority of my constituents
hold. We ought to be in this together as
Americans, and this President does not
want any American to be in it except
those on the frontline because he does
not want people to know how costly
war is. And it is not cheap. And that is
a moral failure.

And if we raise our voices on occa-
sion, it is because there is cause for
anger here. And there is cause for
anger when I hear in the last week that
this President gives promotions. There
is not a guy who has lost his extra va-
cation day in this administration as a
result of the debacle in Iraq. What kind
of message is that to send on personal
accountability when a guy who told us
that it was not going to cost the tax-
payers a dollar is sitting fat and happy
as the Secretary of Defense, has never
got his hand even slapped, did not even
get a memo in his personnel file, and
his buddy takes over the National Se-
curity Council and had the President
tell us something that was a blatant
falsehood to start this war? And now
we are going to make calls, all four of
us, to family members who lost people
in Fallujah. That is a moral insult. It
is not just bad public policy.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his comments. I be-
lieve we are out of time this evening.

Iraq Watch will be back in January,
in February and March, as long as
these challenges continue, as long as
there is a need for debate and for ques-
tions to be asked.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Would the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, we
may be here a few more days than we
expected, and I for one am quite con-
cerned about what is taking place and
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would be interested in coming back if
the time is available to us before we
leave.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Excellent. Mr. Speak-
er, let me just say it has been a long
time coming, but change is going to
come.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KiNG of Iowa). Members are reminded
to refrain from personal references to-
ward the President.

————
CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1350

Mr. BOEHNER submitted the fol-
lowing conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 1350), an Act to
reauthorize the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act, and for other
purposes.

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 108-779)

The committee on conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1350), an Act
to reauthorice the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, and for other purposes, having
met, after full and free conference, have agreed
to recommend and do recommend to their respec-
tive Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate to the text of
the bill and agree to the same with an amend-
ment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted
by the Senate amendment, insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Individuals
with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of
2004.

SEC. 2. ORGANIZATION OF THE ACT.

This Act is organized into the following titles:
TITLE [—AMENDMENTS TO THE INDIVID-

UALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION

ACT

TITLE I[I—NATIONAL CENTER FOR
SPECIAL EDUCATION RESEARCH
TITLE I1I—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE INDIVID-

UALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION

ACT
SEC. 101. AMENDMENTS TO THE INDIVIDUALS

WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT.

Parts A through D of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et
seq.) are amended to read as follows:

“PART A—GENERAL PROVISIONS
“SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS;
FINDINGS; PURPOSES.

‘““(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited as
the ‘Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act’.

“(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this title is as follows:

“PART A—GENERAL PROVISIONS
“Sec. 601. Short title; table of contents;
findings; purposes.

“Sec. 602. Definitions.

“Sec. 603. Office of Special Education Pro-
grams.

“Sec. 604. Abrogation of State sovereign im-
munity.

“Sec. 605. Acquisition of equipment; con-
struction or alteration of facili-
ties.

“Sec. 606. Employment of individuals with
disabilities.

“Sec. 607. Requirements for prescribing reg-
ulations.
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“Sec. 608. State administration.
“Sec. 609. Paperwork reduction.
“Sec. 610. Freely associated states.
“PART B—ASSISTANCE FOR EDUCATION OF ALL
CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES

611. Authorization; allotment; use of
funds; authorization of appro-
priations.

612. State eligibility.

613. Local educational agency eligi-
bility.

614. Evaluations, eligibility deter-
minations, individualized edu-
cation programs, and educational
placements.

615. Procedural safeguards.

616. Monitoring, technical assistance,
and enforcement.

617. Administration.

“Sec. 618. Program information.

“Sec. 619. Preschool grants.

“PART C—INFANTS AND TODDLERS WITH
DISABILITIES

Findings and policy.

Definitions.

General authority.

Eligibility.

Requirements for statewide Sys-

“Sec.

“Sec.
“Sec.

“Sec.

“Sec.
“Sec.

“Sec.

“Sec.
“Sec.
“Sec.
“Sec.
“Sec.

631.
632.
633.
634.
635.

tem.

636. Individualized family  service
plan.

637. State
ances.

638. Uses of funds.

639. Procedural safeguards.

640. Payor of last resort.

641. State interagency coordinating
council.

642. Federal administration.

“Sec. 643. Allocation of funds.

“Sec. 644. Authorization of appropriations.
“PART D—NATIONAL ACTIVITIES TO IMPROVE
EDUCATION OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES

“Sec. 650. Findings.

““SUBPART 1—STATE PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT

GRANTS

651. Purpose; definition of personnel;
program authority.

652. Eligibility and
process.

653. Applications.
“Sec. 654. Use of funds.
“Sec. 655. Authorization of appropriations.

““SUBPART 2—PERSONNEL PREPARATION, TECH-

NICAL ASSISTANCE, MODEL DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS, AND DISSEMINATION OF INFORMA-

TION

“Sec. 661. Purpose; definition of eligible en-
tity.

“Sec. 662. Personnel development to im-
prove services and results for chil-
dren with disabilities.

“Sec. 663. Technical assistance, demonstra-
tion projects, dissemination of in-
formation, and implementation of
scientifically based research.

“Sec. 664. Studies and evaluations.

“Sec. 665. Interim alternative educational
settings, behavioral supports, and
systemic school interventions.

“Sec. 667. Authorization of appropriations.

““SUBPART 3—SUPPORTS TO IMPROVE RESULTS FOR

CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES

670. Purposes.

671. Parent training and information
centers.

672. Community parent resource cen-
ters.

673. Technical assistance for parent
training and information centers.

674. Technology development, dem-
onstration, and utilization; and
media services.

“Sec. 675. Authorization of appropriations.
“SUBPART 4—GENERAL PROVISIONS

“Sec. 681. Comprehensive plan for subparts

2 and 3.
“Sec. 682. Administrative provisions.

“Sec.
“Sec. application and assur-
“Sec.
“Sec.
“Sec.
“Sec.

“Sec.

“Sec.
“Sec. collaborative

“Sec.

“Sec.
“Sec.

“Sec.
“Sec.

“Sec.
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““(c) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following:

‘(1) Disability is a natural part of the human
experience and in no way diminishes the right
of individuals to participate in or contribute to
society. Improving educational results for chil-
dren with disabilities is an essential element of
our national policy of ensuring equality of op-
portunity, full participation, independent liv-
ing, and economic self-sufficiency for individ-
uals with disabilities.

‘“(2) Before the date of enactment of the Edu-
cation for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975
(Public Law 94-142), the educational needs of
millions of children with disabilities were not
being fully met because—

‘““(A) the children did not receive appropriate
educational services;

‘““(B) the children were excluded entirely from
the public school system and from being edu-
cated with their peers;

‘“(C) undiagnosed disabilities prevented the
children from having a successful educational
experience; or

‘(D) a lack of adequate resources within the
public school system forced families to find serv-
ices outside the public school system.

“(3) Since the enactment and implementation
of the Education for All Handicapped Children
Act of 1975, this title has been successful in en-
suring children with disabilities and the families
of such children access to a free appropriate
public education and in improving educational
results for children with disabilities.

‘“‘(4) However, the implementation of this title
has been impeded by low expectations, and an
insufficient focus on applying replicable re-
search on proven methods of teaching and
learning for children with disabilities.

“(5) Almost 30 years of research and experi-
ence has demonstrated that the education of
children with disabilities can be made more ef-
fective by—

‘““(A) having high expectations for such chil-
dren and ensuring their access to the general
education curriculum in the regular classroom,
to the maximum extent possible, in order to—

‘(i) meet developmental goals and, to the
maximum extent possible, the challenging expec-
tations that have been established for all chil-
dren; and

“‘(ii) be prepared to lead productive and inde-
pendent adult lives, to the maximum extent pos-
sible;

‘““(B) strengthening the role and responsibility
of parents and ensuring that families of such
children have meaningful opportunities to par-
ticipate in the education of their children at
school and at home;

“(C) coordinating this title with other local,
educational service agency, State, and Federal
school improvement efforts, including improve-
ment efforts under the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965, in order to ensure
that such children benefit from such efforts and
that special education can become a service for
such children rather than a place where such
children are sent;

‘(D) providing appropriate special education
and related services, and aids and supports in
the regular classroom, to such children, when-
ever appropriate;

‘“(E) supporting  high-quality, intensive
preservice preparation and professional develop-
ment for all personnel who work with children
with disabilities in order to ensure that such
personnel have the skills and knowledge nec-
essary to improve the academic achievement and
functional performance of children with disabil-
ities, including the use of scientifically based in-
structional practices, to the maximum extent
possible;

““(F) providing incentives for whole-school ap-
proaches, scientifically based early reading pro-
grams, positive behavioral interventions and
supports, and early intervening services to re-
duce the need to label children as disabled in
order to address the learning and behavioral
needs of such children;
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