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We stand on the brink of a conflagra-
tion in the Middle East, spreading from
Iraq to Iran, to Pakistan and Afghani-
stan and the entire region. The legacy
of this administration could be wars
without ends and wars without borders.

Waiting for the next election may be
too late; 475 days is a long time.

As a medical doctor, I was trained to
listen to the patient. I've been listen-
ing to this President, and he’s telling
us that Iran is his next military target.
Congress is all that stands in the way
of this President carrying out a bomb-
ing strike of how many sources, how
many sites we don’t know. And I urge
the House to act before it is too late.

We need a resolution that requires
the President to come back to the Con-
gress before any act of war is taken
against Iran.

——

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

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

—————

THE MEASURE OF SUCCESS

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. Mr. Speaker, the
military announced yesterday that the
number of monthly U.S. combat deaths
fell to the lowest point in a year. Mili-
tary and administration officials tout-
ed this as a success.

Is this the way we’re measuring suc-
cess in Iraq these days? Sixty-four
brave members of our military forces
were killed in September. And that is a
success? That is something to brag
about?

Tell that to the 64 families who will
have to celebrate the holidays without
their loved ones this year. Tell that to
the children who lost a parent. Tell
that to the mother who prayed every
single day for the safe return of her
child.

That is not a success, Mr. Speaker.
That is a tragic loss of life. We have
lost over 3,800 brave men and women in
uniform in the occupation of Iraq. At
least 28,000 have been wounded. How
many is too many before the adminis-
tration sees the errors of its ways? 1
can’t begin to guess.

And what about the Iraqi families?
Press reports indicate that nearly 1,000
Iraqis were killed during the month of
September. Tens of thousands were dis-
placed from their homes in September.

Is this another success of the admin-
istration? Tell that to the children who
can’t go to school, to the hospitals try-
ing to treat patients without a con-
sistent supply of electricity, to the
families who just want to live a normal
life.

The international community, the
so-called coalition of the willing, sees
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the writing on the wall. In fact, British
Prime Minister Gordon Brown just an-
nounced that 1,000 British troops will
leave by the end of the year.

And speaking of milestones, Mr.
Speaker, the number of coalition part-
ner deaths recently reached 4,000.
Enough is enough.

This Congress must, we must take
bold steps to bring our troops home
and to help the Iraqi people return to
their lives. Only when the United
States military presence, troops and
contractors leave Iraq will the real
healing and national rebuilding begin.

We don’t need any more reports.
What we need is action. We need the
Commander in Chief to support the
troops. We need him to bring our
troops home, not in a year, not in 10,
now. And we have seen that this ad-
ministration will not redeploy the
troops unless Congress forces its hand.

Eighty-four Members of the House
have sent a letter to the President say-
ing that we will only support spending
bills that fully fund the safe, orderly
and responsible redeployment of our
troops and our military contractors.
No more, no less.

Join us in our resolve. Support our
troops. Bring them home.

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

(Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia addressed the House. Her re-
marks will appear hereafter in the Ex-
tensions of Remarks.)

————
NAFTA EXPANSION TO PERU

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, the pro-
posed Bush NAFTA expansion to Peru
provides no path to job growth in the
United States or to correcting the
growing U.S. trade deficit with Peru.
The Bush proposal will yield the same
result: more outsourced U.S. jobs,
growing trade deficits, more landless
Peruvian farmers, rising coca produc-
tion, more illegal immigration, contin-
ued decline in the quality of life on
both continents, and enrichment for a
narrow band of political and multi-
national elites.

The proposed Peru agreement keeps
intact some of the most offensive
NAFTA-CAFTA provisions, such as
prohibiting Congress from passing leg-
islation to promote ‘‘buy American’ or
to prevent the offshoring of more of
our jobs. We keep asking ourselves: If
you keep getting the same bad result,
why keep enacting more of the same
kinds of laws?

The agreement even amplifies the
CAFTA provisions regarding foreign in-
vestors being able to procure govern-
ment contracts and settle disputes out-
side of U.S. courts. I find it unaccept-
able that the agreement handcuffs this
Congress as it attempts to protect the
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interests of the people who send us to
represent them. That’s supposed to be
our job.

On a number of fronts, the Peru Free
Trade Agreement stands to cause more
harm than good. Take worker rights.
The agreement merely commits Peru
to hortatory, nonbinding language in
the preamble to the ILO convention,
and it does nothing to assure enforce-
ment through the actual body of the
conventions that provide the real pro-
tection for workers. There are no work-
er protections in this draft.

In addition, the environmental provi-
sions are equally inferior. All of the
major environmental groups oppose the
agreement, but for a couple who re-
ceive heavy corporate contributions.
Would this have anything to do with
the fact that the Andalusian pipeline
that will bring more oil and gas out of
Latin America might have something
to do with this agreement?

Importantly, in agriculture, as
Oxfam points out, ‘‘the agreement will
harm many thousands of Peru’s farm-
ers,” just as in Mexico millions of
farmers have been harmed who then
flock to the United States to find any
kind of sustenance. Though some
American farmers think they will
stand to benefit from the zeroed-out
tariffs, many don’t understand that the
MERCOSUR customs agreement be-
tween Peru and its neighbors will allow
pork to flow in there from Argentinean
and Brazilian imports. So I would
think that our pork producers should
be very skeptical that they’re going to
claim the largest share of that market.

Now, where are these displaced Peru-
vian farmers supposed to turn? Per-
haps, in their desperation for a profit-
able crop, they will help Peru reclaim
its title as the world’s number one coca
producer. Or perhaps they will follow
the same path as Mexico’s abandoned
corn and bean farmers and migrate to
the overcrowded cities of the United
States, legally or not.

President Bush’s Peru deal continues
the bad trade policies that leave our
consumers vulnerable to food safety ca-
tastrophes. Peru places second to
China in its fisheries, and plenty of Pe-
ruvian seafood imports to our country
are rejected due to filth, salmonella
and equally disturbing criteria. Indeed,
27 percent, a third of all Peruvian anti-
biotic lines imported to this country
already are found to be tainted and re-
jected. Why would we want more?

Until now, Democrats have stood
united against President Bush’s plan to
privatize Social Security in the United
States; yet the proposed Peruvian
agreement effectively endorses and so-
lidifies Peru’s privileged and privatized
and severely flawed system. Giant mul-
tinational banks such as Citibank that
invest in these private investor ac-
counts would, under the Peru agree-
ment, be entitled to compensation if
privatization were reversed.

Despite all of these concerns, instead
of holding a formal hearing on such
far-reaching legislation for a country
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of 28.7 million people, half of whom live
below the severe poverty line, the Ways
and Means Committee instead held
what’s called a mock markup session
last week. There were no recorded
votes. It was a mock session. No re-
corded votes. No Member outside of the
committee was invited to testify or
comment, and they Kkept the old fast
track procedure where they’re going to
bring it up here and not allow any
amendments. It’s another inside deal,
because if you really had a full deal, a
square deal, a fair deal, the majority of
Members of this Congress would not
vote for it, so they have to put hand-
cuffs on everybody in order to try to
maneuver it through here.

Had I been allowed to submit testi-
mony on the record at the hearing, I
would have voiced my strong opposi-
tion to this NAFTA-style agreement
that is destined to further exploit the
struggling working classes in Peru and
the United States. Unless it results in
new jobs for our country and growing
trade balances, rather than more defi-
cits, no Member should support it. Any
trade agreement that passes here
should have mutually beneficial ap-
proaches which yield trade balances
and jobs in our country.

I'd ask my colleagues to defeat this
exploitative NAFTA expansion model
for Peru.

———

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.)

———
O 1815

ANITA HILL AND SEXUAL
HARASSMENT

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

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, sometimes you come to the
floor in a moment of personal privilege
and you come because you feel com-
pelled to speak to those and for those
whose voices cannot be heard in this
forum. And today I do such a task, and
the task involves more than a decade-
old allegation that now has been re-
ignited, given new life through the
memoirs of Supreme Court Justice
Clarence Thomas.

Everyone has a right to defend them-
selves and to express the concerns that
they may have regarding their reputa-
tion. All of us do. But I think it is im-
portant to take issue with the broad
media coverage that Justice Thomas
has secured over these days with an in-
tent, it seems, to malign, if you will,

the words, the testimony, and the
truth told by Anita Hill.
Though over four decades have

passed since title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 prohibited employ-
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ment discrimination based on race, sex,
color, national origin, or religion, a
glance at today’s New York Times re-
minds us that workforce harassment is,
unfortunately, still raising its ugly
head.

I am, frankly, offended by the at-
tempt by Justice Thomas to suggest
that Ms. Hill was not telling the truth.
I do so because, of course, in the forum
that he utilizes, Ms. Hill is not able to
answer her accuser.

In listening to an interview that Ms.
Hill did, she emphasizes that she was
telling the truth, that there was, in her
opinion and others who were witnesses,
the same. But I really wonder why we
would have to condemn the idea that
sexual harassment does not occur and
why, in trying to suggest that it
doesn’t occur, we would have to malign
a person’s actions or personality with
such phrase as: Well, what was she
like? Well, she could defend herself.
The sentence was not finished. Defend
herself against what? Suggesting that
she was not the demure, religious, con-
servative person, I guess, that maybe
she was alleged to have portrayed dur-
ing those hearings before the Senate.

I didn't see any of that. I saw a
young, energetic, but yet quiet, fright-
ened, and intending-to-tell-the-truth
young woman. I saw a young woman
with courage who refused to back down
in spite of the lights of all the world.

Mr. Speaker, sexual harassment is
alive and well. You can ask some of my
constituents at Ellington Air Force
Base in Houston, TX. You can ask indi-
viduals who have called my office who
have indicated that that is what is oc-
curring to them in the workplace.

Ms. Hill’s actions during that time
were brave. To bring them up and drag
her through the mud again in 2007 with
little opportunity for her, a professor
in Oklahoma, to have the same kind of
hearing is unfair and does a great dis-
service to the work that women have
done, that the National Organization of
Women has done, and that so many
Members of Congress have done, who
have tried to bring equality to women.

The controversy raised national
awareness about sexual harassment in
the workplace, with the number of sex-
ual harassment complaints received by
the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission spiking from 6,127 in 1991
to 15,342 in 1996. Why? Because women
felt that at last someone had broken
the glass ceiling and they could speak
up.

The American Association of Univer-
sity Women reported that, according to
a 2002 study of eighth to 11th grade stu-
dents, 83 percent of girls and 78 percent
of boys have been sexually harassed. So
it crosses gender.

I believe a Supreme Court Justice
should not have taken the opportunity
in a public forum to give disdain to
that which we are now trying to over-
come. So I want to put into the
RECORD, Mr. Speaker, the New York
Times op-ed by Anita Hill, “The Smear
This Time,” and I would simply ask,
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Mr. Speaker, that we would recognize
that sexual harassment is alive and
well and that Anita Hill should not be
the scapegoat for someone else trying
to repair their reputation.

Mr. Speaker, | rise tonight to discuss an
issue that continues to plague our society:
sexual harassment. Though over four decades
have passed since Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 prohibited employment discrimina-
tion based on race, sex, color, national origin,
or religion, a glance at today’s New York
Times reminds us that workplace harassment
is, unfortunately, still rearing its ugly head in
our society. | am extremely concerned about
sexual harassment, which statistics indicate
remains pervasive in the United States, as
well as the rest of the world.

Mr. Speaker, though the phrase ‘“sexual
harassment” was coined in the 1970s, it came
to the forefront of our national conscience in
1991, with the confirmation hearings for Clar-
ence Thomas’s nomination to the Supreme
Court. Anita Hill, then a law professor at the
University of Oklahoma, alleged that Thomas
sexually harassed her during her tenure as his
assistant at the U.S. Department of Education
and then on his legal staff at the U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission. Despite
her testimony before the Senate, Thomas was
eventually confirmed by a narrow 52-48 mar-

in.

As Ms. Hill writes in today’s New York
Times, “The question of whether Clarence
Thomas belongs on the Supreme Court is no
longer on the table—it was settled by the Sen-
ate back in 1991.” And yet, Mr. Thomas has
chosen to use his prestige and his position to
once again launch an attack against Ms. Hill,
again blaming the victim of his alleged harass-
ment. In his recently published book “My
Grandfather’'s Son”, for which Thomas has re-
ceived a reported $1.5 million, Thomas
smears Ms. Hil's name, not only calling her
testimony lies, but also personally attacking
her, describing her as “touchy and apt to over-
act,” and her job performance as “mediocre.”
In recent interviews surrounding the publica-
tion of his book, Thomas has gone even far-
ther, questioning her political views as well as
her religious convictions, stating on the TV
show “60 Minutes”, “She was not the demure,
religious, conservative person that they por-
trayed.”

Mr. Speaker, | am appalled that Justice
Thomas has once again victimized Ms. Hill,
now a professor of social policy, law and
women’s studies at Brandeis University and a
visiting scholar at the Newhouse Center for
the Humanities at Wellesley College. Not only
is this yet another case of blaming the victim
of abuse, it sets a dangerous precedent of re-
versing the substantial progress toward com-
bating sexual harassment that we have made
since 1991. As Ms. Hill eloquently writes, “Our
legal system will suffer if a sitting justice’s vitri-
olic pursuit of personal vindication discourages
others from standing up for their rights.” Mr.
Speaker, sexual harassment is already grossly
underreported, and this underreporting will
only worsen if the women and men who are
victimized are made afraid of decades of ret-
ribution, such as Ms. Hill continues to face,
should they speak up about the abuse.

Ms. Hill's bravery in standing up before the
Senate and the country in 1991 and sharing
her experiences has led to a number of posi-
tive repercussions. The controversy raised na-
tional awareness about sexual harassment in
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