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Sudan. Until the U.S. invasion of Iraq, 
Iraq never had a suicide terrorist at-
tack in all of its history. Between 1995 
and 2004, the al Qaeda years, two-thirds 
of all attacks came from countries 
where the U.S. had troops stationed. 
Iraq’s suicide missions today are car-
ried out by Iraqi Sunnis and Saudis. 
Recall, 15 of the 19 participants of the 
9/11 attacks were Saudis. 

The clincher is this: the strongest 
motivation, according to Pape, is not 
religious but rather a desire ‘‘to com-
pel modern democracies to withdraw 
military forces from the territory the 
terrorists view as their homeland.’’ 

The best news is that if stopping sui-
cide terrorism is a goal we seek, a solu-
tion is available to us. Cease the occu-
pation of foreign lands and the suicide 
missions will cease. Between 1982 and 
1986, there were 41 suicide terrorist at-
tacks in Lebanon. Once the U.S., the 
French, and Israel withdrew their 
forces from Lebanon, there were no 
more attacks. The reason the attacks 
stop, according to Pape, is that the 
Osama bin Ladens of the world no 
longer can inspire potential suicide 
terrorists despite their continued fa-
natical religious beliefs. 

Pape is convinced after his extensive 
research that the longer and more ex-
tensive the occupation of Muslim terri-
tories, the greater the chance of more 
9/11-type attacks on the U.S. He is con-
vinced that the terrorists strategically 
are holding off hitting the U.S. at the 
present time in an effort to break up 
the coalition by hitting our European 
allies. He claims it is just a matter of 
time if our policies do not change. 

It is time for us to consider a stra-
tegic reassessment of our policy of for-
eign interventionism, occupation, and 
nation-building. It is in our national 
interest to do so and in the interest of 
world peace.

f 

b 1515 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take my Special 
Order at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCHENRY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
f 

WITHDRAWAL FROM GAZA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, in the 
summer of 2000, President Clinton con-

vened a summit at Camp David with 
then Israeli Prime Minister Ehud 
Barak and Yasser Arafat to seek a 
breakthrough in the peace process that 
had been moving forward in fits and 
starts since the signing of the Oslo Ac-
cords 7 years earlier. 

As we all know, those talks ulti-
mately broke down, despite the parties’ 
being tantalizingly close to resolving 
many of the thorniest issues precluding 
a final status agreement between Israel 
and the Palestinians. Rather than 
build on the considerable progress that 
had been made at Camp David, Arafat 
unleashed a second intifada against 
Israel, a wave of terror that has lasted 
for nearly 5 years and cost thousands of 
lives. 

Now, in just over a month, the Israeli 
government will begin the dismantle-
ment and withdrawal of all 21 of its 
settlements in Gaza and four other set-
tlements in the northern West Bank in 
a bold move designed to increase the 
prospects for bringing peace to both 
Israelis and Palestinians. 

The decision to evacuate Gaza and 
part of the West Bank is the result of 
many months of agonizing debate with-
in Israel. On the one hand, there are 
those who see any pullback by Israel 
without security guarantees or other 
tangible steps by the Palestinian Au-
thority as a sign of weakness. The up-
coming withdrawal, these Israelis say, 
will be cast by Hamas and other 
hardline Palestinian factions as a vic-
tory in much the same way that 
Israel’s decision to withdraw its forces 
from Lebanon in May of 2000 allowed 
Hezbollah to proclaim itself the cham-
pion of the Arab fight against Israel. 
Other Israelis, led by Prime Minister 
Ariel Sharon, who was the architect of 
Israel’s settlement policy after the 1967 
Six Day War, have successfully argued 
that the disengagement will bolster 
Israel’s security, that it represents 
Israel’s seizing the initiative to alter 
the status quo with the Palestinians, 
and that it allows Israel to get its own 
lines of defense and that it will pre-
empt toxic diplomatic initiatives by 
Arab and European states. 

Ehud Olmert, the Likud mayor of Je-
rusalem, has also repeatedly discussed 
the importance of Israel’s demographic 
security. The Palestinian population in 
the West Bank and Gaza is a fast-grow-
ing population that will soon be larger 
than that of Israel proper. For Israel to 
maintain a permanent presence in the 
territories would require the sacrifice 
of either Israel’s status as a Jewish 
state or as a democracy. 

For those of us who care deeply 
about Israel, Sharon and Olmert have 
laid out convincing reasons to support 
the disengagement plan while the op-
ponents’ arguments compel us to work 
with both Israel and the Palestinians 
to ensure that the evacuation is peace-
ful and that Hamas and other 
rejectionist elements are not in a posi-
tion to take advantage of Israel’s cour-
age in seeking to change the dynamics 
on the ground. 

I believe that the United States must 
be prepared to take a number of steps 
to make sure that this withdrawal en-
hances the chances for a lasting peace 
and puts the parties squarely back on 
the path towards realizing the Presi-
dent’s roadmap for peace. 

As a threshold matter, we must be 
prepared to help Israel absorb the eco-
nomic costs associated with the dis-
mantlement of the settlements and the 
resettlement of the approximately 8,000 
Jewish settlers within Israel proper. 
Earlier this week, the Israeli govern-
ment made an initial request for $2.2 
billion in assistance from the adminis-
tration. I understand that the adminis-
tration is studying the request, but we 
must be prepared to consider any even-
tual request quickly at the appropriate 
time. 

We also have to work with other na-
tions, members of the Quartet as well 
as others, to assist the Palestinian peo-
ple and the government of Mahmoud 
Abbas to improve the lives of ordinary 
Palestinians in the wake of the with-
drawal. Offering an alternative to des-
titution and death is one of the most 
effective tools we have to break the 
cycle of violence. 

The U.S. has already pledged $350 
million in aid to the Palestinians, in-
cluding $200 million that was passed 
earlier this spring. I was pleased to see 
that our G–8 partners have pledged ad-
ditional funds, totaling $3 billion, at 
last week’s Gleneagles summit. We 
must insist upon accountability to en-
sure these are properly spent alle-
viating poverty, providing employ-
ment, and developing institutions that 
respect the rule of law. 

The U.S. must also redouble its ef-
forts to choke off the flow of assistance 
to Hamas, the popular front for the 
Liberation of Palestine-General Com-
mand, Palestinian Islamic jihad, and 
other factions that oppose peace with 
Israel. Syria is a major focus of support 
for these groups and for Hezbollah, 
which is in Lebanon. Damascus must 
be made to understand that there is a 
price for its support of terrorism and 
that that price will only increase if it 
refuses to end that support. 

Finally, we must also work to build 
peace between Israel and the Arab 
states of the Middle East. While Israel 
has peace treaties with both Egypt and 
Jordan, relations are not especially 
warm, and most of the rest of the Arab 
world remains in a technical state of 
war with Israel. We need to press our 
Arab friends to work towards a com-
prehensive peace with the Jewish state. 

Mr. Speaker, we are at a remarkable 
moment in the search for peace in the 
Middle East, but the chance to build on 
Israel’s decision to leave Gaza and the 
stirrings of democracy in the Arab 
world must not be allowed to slip 
away.

f 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Miss 

MCMORRIS). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. JONES) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 
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(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-

dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. MACK. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take my Special 
Order at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
f 

A NEW EMERGING THREAT TO 
FREEDOM IN LATIN AMERICA: 
HUGO CHAVEZ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MACK) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MACK. Madam Speaker, I ran for 
Congress on the ideals of freedom secu-
rity and prosperity because these are 
the ideals that define America, and 
they are the necessary ingredients for 
a better quality of life for people 
around the world. 

And though freedom is on the march 
in many places around world, in Latin 
America, a resurgence of socialists, 
communists and anti-freedom move-
ments and alliances represent a new 
emerging threat that must be stopped. 

At the root of Latin America’s re-
newed anti-Americanism is Venezuela’s 
Hugo Chavez. In the years since Hugo 
Chavez first took office as a democrat-
ically elected leader, he has retreated 
from the ideals of freedom, security, 
and prosperity and began his own 
march toward oppression and socialism 
modeled after his mentor, Fidel Castro. 

And let me give a few examples: In 
Hugo Chavez’s Venezuela, there is no 
free press. Just state-controlled, anti-
American, anti-freedom propaganda. 
There is no freedom of speech, no free-
dom of dissent, and no freedom to 
stand in opposition to the Chavez re-
gime. Just days ago, for example, sev-
eral leaders of the opposition group 
Sumate were charged with treason and 
conspiracy simply for accepting money 
from the National Endowment for De-
mocracy to help educate their fellow 
citizens about Venezuela’s constitu-
tional referendum process. In Hugo 
Chavez’s Venezuela, the government 
owns the country’s key industries and 
controls the economy, the flow of cap-
ital, jobs and opportunity. Hugo Cha-
vez holds the hopes, dreams and oppor-
tunities for an entire nation firmly in 
his fists. 

In the years since he came to power, 
Hugo Chavez has hijacked the courts 
and installed his cronies and allies to 
manipulate the country’s constitution 
and legal system. He has forged a dan-
gerous alliance with Fidel Castro and 
is now receiving military and intel-
ligence assistance and training from 
Castro’s government. He has acquired 
100,000 machine guns from Russia and 
admitted to trying to acquire nuclear 

technology from Iran. And he has 
threatened to end diplomatic relations 
with the United States. 

Madam Speaker, Hugo Chavez is an 
enemy of freedom who threatens the 
balance of power in our hemisphere. 
Today I call on the United States to 
pursue a three point plan that will pro-
mote freedom, security and prosperity 
for the people of Venezuela. 

First, the United States should pro-
mote the creation of institutions that 
will foster a free press, free markets, 
and the freedom of speech and religion 
and free and fair elections for Ven-
ezuela, including the establishment of 
a Venezuelan counterpart of Radio and 
TV Marti. 

Second, the United States should es-
tablish a Venezuelan Security Zone 
that will isolate Chavez and limit his 
ability to destabilize Latin America. 
This new zone would restrict Hugo 
Chavez’s ability to purchase arms, nu-
clear information and technologies, 
and weapons of mass destruction. It 
would also make it more difficult for 
Hugo Chavez to enter into commerce, 
trade or alliances with other nations 
led by dictators and anti-American fa-
natics. And it would require the res-
toration of an independent judiciary 
committed to representing and pro-
tecting the rights of all Venezuelans. 

Third, the United States should pro-
mote economic development in Ven-
ezuela through free markets, privatiza-
tion and other means that will create 
lasting prosperity and opportunity for 
all Venezuelans. 

Madam Speaker, President Reagan 
tore down a wall and liberated a gen-
eration. President Reagan once said, 
‘‘Freedom is a fragile thing and is 
never more than one generation away 
from extinction. It is not ours by in-
heritance; it must be fought for and de-
fended constantly by each generation.’’ 

President Reagan’s steadfast com-
mitment to freedom should have left a 
lasting lesson on all of us, but it did 
not. And the foreign policy debate in 
this body could not be more dramatic. 
Those on the left have demonstrated 
they believe in peace at any price even 
if that price is the loss of freedom. 

Those of us on the right believe that 
freedom is worth fighting for and that 
together freedom, security, and pros-
perity will yield lasting peace. 

Madam Speaker, make no mistake 
about it, Hugo Chavez is a threat. We 
must take him seriously, and we must 
act now.

f 

THE WAR IN IRAQ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, 
when the doctrine of preemptive war 
was first introduced, I suggested that 
it was unconscionable. Then the origi-
nal case for war, weapons of mass de-
struction and a link between al Qaeda 
and Saddam Hussein, turned out to be 

erroneous at best and a pack of lies at 
the very worst. 

So the war was immorally conceived. 
That is strike one. And deceptively 
marketed, that is strike two. 

Strike three is the incompetence, the 
bungling, the repeated misjudgments 
in the execution of the war plan. From 
the dismantling of the Iraqi army to 
the lack of protective armor, to the 
failure to safeguard munitions and on 
and on. 

The most recent proof of mismanage-
ment appeared in a story in this week-
end’s Washington Post. Americans 
shooting at Americans in Iraq in the 
President’s war that has become so 
mismanaged that I believe we are 
fighting ourselves. Have we become our 
own prisoners of war? 

Now, finally, someone has begun to 
own up to the mistakes. Outgoing Pen-
tagon official Douglas Feith in an 
interview with the Washington Post 
conceded that, among other things, we 
may have gone to Iraq with too light a 
force. The amazing part of that insid-
ers’ information and others like Mr. 
Feith’s is that they have been cooking 
up the Iraq invasion since the early 
1990s, more than a decade in the mak-
ing. And they still could not get it 
right. It is inconceivable to me that we 
would send our troops into battle not 
only under-equipped but also under-
manned. 

One way the military has tried to 
keep troop levels down is by 
outsourcing many functions to private 
contractors. By some estimates, there 
are as many as 100,000 contractors 
roaming around Iraq. Many of them 
armed, apparently accountable to no 
one, acting independently of the mili-
tary chain of command without any 
oversight, unbound by an official code 
of conduct. 

Let us leave aside the issue of how 
contractors are paid much more than 
our troops or whose pockets are get-
ting lined here. It has been documented 
that companies with close ties to the 
administration have been rewarded 
with these lucrative contracts, and the 
government has been, shall we say, 
very forgiving when their buddies over-
charge and bilk American taxpayers. 

But think about what it means to our 
troops on the ground to have well-
healed contractors co-existing with un-
derpaid active duty soldiers who are 
cogs in a rigid hierarchy, who are doing 
the unglamorous work, who are lucky 
if full health care benefits are awaiting 
them when they get home. The result 
is resentment, low morale, and a weak-
ened military. 

The only real solution is to bring our 
troops home from Iraq as soon as pos-
sible. I have been calling for an end to 
the occupation for many months now, 
and nothing has happened in Iraq that 
would force me to reconsider. Ending 
the war would be the beginning of a 
complete reassessment of U.S. national 
security policy. I have offered what I 
call SMART Security. That stands for 
Sensible, Multilateral, American Re-
sponse to Terrorism.
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