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Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, this afternoon I will have an
opportunity to talk about the war reso-
lution, but this morning I would like to
just talk for a second about energy
independence.

Several weeks ago we heard the
President announce part of his agenda
for making America more energy inde-
pendent. But the real question is, how
do we get there? The President laid out
a plan to place new draconian fuel-effi-
ciency standards on our domestic auto-
makers, which I believe is the wrong
approach to energy independence.

It is the wrong approach because it
would force our domestic automakers
to invest in old technology and to stifle
very exciting new technologies. Our do-
mestic auto industry is nearing innova-
tive breakthroughs, such as the usage
of alternative fuels, new battery tech-
nology, and advanced hybrid vehicles.

I believe it is in our national interest
to provide Federal support to advance
the auto technologies of the future to
help achieve energy savings. Both Gen-
eral Motors and Ford recently unveiled
advanced plug-in hybrids that use a
lithium ion battery. Helping that tech-
nology become commercially viable
will advance our efforts to conserve en-
ergy by light years and to create great
new jobs here in America.

If my colleagues want true energy
independence and a thriving domestic
auto industry, we must focus on the
technology of the future.

———

IRAQ RESOLUTION

(Ms. CASTOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. CASTOR. Mr. Speaker, over the
last 2 days Republicans who support
the President’s troop escalation plan
have had two main message points. The
first is that the resolution opposing the
President’s plan is nonbinding and
meaningless, and the second is that the
resolution will be the ‘“‘end of civiliza-
tion,” to borrow a term from a col-
umnist. They cannot have it both
ways.

What we are doing over these 3 days
of debate is having a real discussion
about changing the course of the war
in Iraq. For those who support the
Bush-Cheney escalation, this debate
serves as a prime opportunity to ex-
plain why they think this escalation
will work when four other surges have
not worked.

It is a shame that some have ignored
the merits of the resolution and fo-
cused on political calculation. In fact,
several Republicans sent out a letter
saying this debate should not even be
about the Iraq war today. If we let
Democrats force us into a debate on
the surge or the current situation in
Iraq, we lose.

Far from it, Mr. Speaker. No one will
lose by having a debate. In fact, our
great democracy Dbenefits and the
American people win by knowing that
we are charting a new direction.
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IRAQ RESOLUTION

(Ms. CLARKE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. CLARKE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today because I am very supportive of
our troops around the globe and in par-
ticular those who are in harm’s way in
Iraq. I wholeheartedly support H. Con.
Res. 63.

Mr. Speaker, in the President’s Janu-
ary 29, 2002, State of the Union address,
in regards to protecting America, re-
sponding to terrorist threats and cap-
turing Osama bin Laden, he said, this
is a regime that agreed to inter-
national inspections, then kicked out
our inspectors. This is a regime that
has something to hide from the civ-
ilized world.

States like these and their terrorist
allies constitute an axis of evil, arming
to threaten the peace of the world. By
seeking weapons of mass destruction,
these regimes pose a grave and growing
danger. They could provide these arms
to terrorists, giving them the means to
match their hatred.

Secretary Rice, after being named
Secretary to succeed Colin Powell,
warned 6 months before the invasion in
Iraq that Saddam Hussein could deploy
a nuclear weapon, saying that the ad-
ministration did not want a smoking
gun. We want to know as New Yorkers,
when will we find Osama bin Laden

———

IRAQ RESOLUTION

(Mr. MEEKS of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, as the November election clearly
showed, Iraq is the number one issue
weighing on Americans’ minds. A vast
majority of people across the Nation
strongly disagree with the President’s
plan to send nearly 21,5600 additional
troops into Iraq, and a bipartisan ma-
jority in this Congress has also voiced
its opposition to this measure.

This week here in the people’s House,
we will have an opportunity to express
our opinions on the troop escalation,
and then we will have to vote whether
or not we support the President’s plan.
The American people want a debate.
And while there is one going on in this
House, the Senate Republican leader-
ship continues to block debate in the
Senate.

One has to wonder what Senate Re-
publican leaders are so worried about.
After all, Republican Senators, like
JOHN WARNER and CHUCK HAGEL, joined
with Democrats to propose their own
resolution opposing the troop esca-
lation.

Are Senate Republican leaders really
willing to stifle the voices of their own
Republican colleagues so that they can
continue to protect the Bush adminis-
tration? It is time for real debate. It is
time for a new direction on this war.
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IRAQ RESOLUTION

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, the de-
bate taking place here in the House
this week is long overdue. We are ap-
proaching our fifth year of this war.
This is the first time Congress is debat-
ing the strategy President Bush wants
to implement in Iraq. Congress can no
longer stand on the sidelines, and the
President has to know that to escalate
the war in Iraq is not acceptable.

The President hopes this troop esca-
lation plan will help secure Baghdad
and reduce the sectarian violence that
is ripping the country apart. But there
is no evidence to support those hopes.
In fact, on four different occasions, the
President increased troop levels in
Iraq, and every time these plans failed
to calm the violence in Iraq.

Additional troops are not going to
make a difference because there simply
is not a military solution to the war in
Iraq. The devastating sectarian vio-
lence is going to continue. But our
troops should no longer be asked to
serve as referees in a battle between re-
ligious sects that have been fighting
for centuries.

————

IRAQ WAR RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOLDEN). Pursuant to section 3 of
House Resolution 157, proceedings will
now resume on the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 63) disapproving of
the decision of the President an-
nounced on January 10, 2007, to deploy
more than 20,000 additional TUnited
States combat troops to Iraq.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. When
proceedings were postponed on Wednes-
day, February 14, 2007, time for debate
on the concurrent resolution on that
day had expired.

Pursuant to the resolution, it is now
in order for a further period of debate
on the concurrent resolution.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
MEEKS) and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. McCOTTER) each will control 6
hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the distin-
guished majority whip, the Honorable
JAMES CLYBURN of South Carolina.

Mr. CLYBURN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the debate we join
today is essentially over the matter of
sending 20,000 more American troops
into Iraq. Over the past 2 days, some
deeply felt sentiments have been ex-
pressed in this Hall by some patriotic
and honorable Americans from all
walks of life and on both sides of the
aisle.
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And I respect and appreciate the in-
tensity of those feelings.
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If this were the only issue, if the
matter were only a matter of troop
strength and numbers, then the issue
would lend itself to military and stra-
tegic solutions and we would not be
having this debate.

That is not the real issue, however.
That is not the reason that every Mem-
ber of this Congress is being granted
the opportunity to speak on this issue.
No, my fellow Members of Congress,
the real issue we are addressing today
is not that simple. The real issue goes
to the very heart of our American de-
mocracy.

Last November the American people
voted for a change in leadership. They
did so overwhelmingly because they
want a new direction in Iraq. The
American people also voted for a new
Congress, because they had lost faith
in the old one. As a Congress, we had
lost our footing, and as a result, our
Nation lost its way on the inter-
national stage.

I believe that last November’s call
for a new direction in Iraq is also root-
ed in our lost faith in those who are
leading that nation.

We were stung when Iraqi Prime Min-
ister al-Maliki seemed to offer amnesty
to Iraqi insurgents that killed Ameri-
cans.

We have been robbed by the dis-
appearance of billions of dollars sent to
Iraq in good faith to help build the
country.

We have been deceived by the prom-
ise of trained Iraqi police forces who
should be prepared to provide law and
order for their country, but instead
ally themselves with insurgents.

I traveled with some of you to Iraq
last Memorial Day, and enjoyed what I
thought was one of the best meetings
of the trip with the Iraqi Speaker of
the Council of Representatives. The op-
timism I felt following that meeting
was destroyed when, just days after our
return home, I heard the Iraqi Speaker
denigrating American efforts in his
country.

We in the new leadership of Congress
do not stand here as defeatists and not
as opponents of this Nation’s best in-
terest. Only fools could reach that kind
of conclusion from this discussion. We
stand here today to say there is a vic-
tory to be achieved, but it is not a
military conquest.

The victory we seek is earned
through the restoration of America’s
role as peacemaker, not warmonger. It
begins with the restoration of this Con-
gress, as the deliberative arbiter and
representative of the best interest of
the American people. It begins with the
understanding and acceptance of this
Congress as a full partner in the future
of this activity.

Many of us have seen firsthand and
witnessed firsthand the realities of our
presence in Iraq. Many of us have in-
formed ourselves as fully as possible on
the complexity of the problems we
face. Many of us have agonized over the
dangers and hazards which lie ahead,
no matter which direction we take. We
do not take these steps lightly.
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Now we stand ready to create new
paths to new victories. We stand ready
to initiate the kind of victories, which
will restore America’s respect around
the world and self-confidence here at
home.

We cannot achieve this by military
might, but by diplomacy. The need for
a stable Iraq is not just an American
interest, it is a regional and global con-
cern.

Iraq’s neighbors must be brought to
the table. American troops must dis-
engage from the Red Zone and redeploy
to the outskirts of Iraq where they can
remain at the ready and not serve as
targets for insurgents.

The best way for the Iraqi Govern-
ment to gain the trust of the American
people is for them to step up and take
control of their country’s security.

We say today that the victories we
seek are real victories, permanent vic-
tories, victories of a Nation which still
believes that the voice of the people is
our final and best judgment.

With this debate, we are taking steps
to regain our footing as a Congress and
chart a new way forward on the inter-
national stage.

I am hopeful this debate will not only
be heard, but will be accepted as the
moment at which America turned its
face toward a triumph of enormous
proportions, a triumph for peace and a
triumph for democracy everywhere

Mr. McCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, he was conscientious,
committed to peace and momentarily
praised. His laurels burned in the
bombings. His valorous and vain efforts
had but hastened upon his people.

Yet, in eulogizing this ‘‘English wor-
thy,” Sir Winston Churchill, an ardent
opponent of the deceased’s policy of ap-
peasement, unexpectedly struck a con-
ciliatory chord toward the late Neville
Chamberlain:

“It is not given to human beings,
happily for them, for otherwise life
would be intolerable, to foresee or to
predict to any large extent the unfold-
ing course of events. In one phase, men
seem to have been right, in another
they seem to have been wrong. Then
again, a few years later when the per-
spective of time is lengthened, all
stands in a different setting. There is a
new proportion. There is another scale
of values. History, with its flickering
lamp, stumbles along the trail of the
past, trying to reconstruct its scenes,
to revive its echoes, and kindle with
pale gleams the passion of former days.
What is the worth of all this? The only
guide to a man is his conscience; the
only shield to his memory is the rec-
titude and sincerity of his actions. It is
very imprudent to walk through life
without this shield, because we are so
often mocked by the failure of our
hopes and the upsetting our calcula-
tions; but with this shield, however the
fates may play, we march always in the
ranks of honor.”

Mr. Speaker, while not serving in
this Chamber during the debates on the
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resolution authorizing the President of
the United States to use martial force
to remove Iraq’s Baathist regime for
numerous just causes, including its re-
fusal to honor its Gulf War cease-fire
and United Nations’ resolutions, during
my time as a temporary custodian of
my constituents’ office, I have striven
to ensure our Nation’s victory in the
battles for Iraq, Afghanistan, and in
the overarching war on terror. In doing
so for 3 years, I have four times trav-
eled to Iraq and once to Afghanistan to
meet with our troops; visited wounded
citizen soldiers, eulogized our fallen,
and consoled their grieving families.
As a witness to their courage, sacrifice
and suffering, I have been morally
compelled to support every appropria-
tion for our military and civilian per-
sonnel in harm’s way, oppose every pol-
icy injurious to our country’s common
cause of victory; advance my own ideas
on how to secure our victory, including
the introduction of bipartisan, though
ultimately unaccepted, legislation to
establish concerted congressional over-
sight over the course of this conflict;
and refused to condone a resolution by
my Republican peers which failed to
meet its duty; and, immediately after-
wards, introduced a resolution of my
own in order to fulfill my duty to our
soldiers, my constituents, and our
country.

As a staunch supporter of our Na-
tion’s mission in Iraq, Afghanistan,
and throughout the world, I did so in
the belief that it is morally imperative
for every sovereign American citizen
and their congressional servants to en-
sure our valiant troops victoriously
come home to their loved ones’ arms.
Were I to do otherwise and lapse in my
moral duty, I would not only be vio-
lating our troops and my constituents’
trust, I would be violating the dictates
of my conscience.

It is equally true, of course, how
within this House other Members’ dic-
tates of conscience have led them to a
decidedly different, though equally
constant course of action. To these
Members and their fellow citizens who
have done so to date, I share the senti-
ments Sir Winston held for Neville
Chamberlain: You are ‘“An American
Worthy,” who ‘“‘however the fates may
play, will “march always in the ranks
of honor.” Yet, because the resolution
thrust before us is a craven exposition
of political expediency in a time of na-
tional crisis, today many may stray
from the ranks of honor.

This resolution is ‘‘nonbinding,”
which means the resolution has no
force of law to compel future legisla-
tive acts in compliance with its dic-
tates. In sum, then, this resolution le-
gally changes nothing. Americans’
money will still unabatedly facilitate
our troops’ continued deployment into
harm’s way, despite the United States
Congress collectively condemning the
President’s announced troop reinforce-
ment plan. This impotent resolution is
injurious in the eyes of its opponents
because it will undermine the morale
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of our troops, their families, and our
fellow citizens even as it heartens and
emboldens our enemies; and this impo-
tent resolution is injurious because it
will not stop what many of its sup-
porters purport will be a loss of life in
a lost cause. By neither stopping the
war nor speeding our victory and by
calculatedly doing nothing in this time
of national crisis, this resolution is im-
moral.

This immorality is manifest in how
the resolution guilefully attempts to
insinuate the United States Congress
can simultaneously support our troops
and oppose their mission. During a
time of war, if an act is not i our na-
tional interest, such as the President’s
plan is deemed to be in this resolution,
the act is injurious to the national in-
terest. At best, the act will expend re-
sources, most tragically claim Ilives
without furthering the cause of vic-
tory. Better than anyone, our troops
understand this. Therefore, this Con-
gress does not support our troops when
it proclaims they are risking their
lives in a doomed mission injurious to
America.

Yet, if Congress persists in this in-
sanity, the Members must meet their
responsibility to enumerate the rea-
sons they disapprove of the President’s
plan and, in point of fact, the mission
upon which our troops have already
embarked. But this resolution does not
provide any rationale for its conclu-
sion. Thus, rather than deserving our
collective concurrence, this resolution
deserves our universal condemnation.

To this, some supporters will object
and allege two defenses for this resolu-
tion’s fatal omission. Do not these sup-
porters’ floor remarks provide the ra-
tionales sufficient to sustain this reso-
lution? No. If floor remarks alone are
sufficient to sustain the resolution’s
conclusions, then floor remarks alone
would be sufficient to derogate the
President’s plan and, ergo, vitiate any
necessity for a written resolution. Con-
versely, if it is imperative for the
plan’s detractors to express their oppo-
sition in a written resolution, it is also
imperative to express their reasons in
writing. Alas, such logic pales before
some Members’ impulsive muse of the
moment.

Let us, then, move to some of the
resolution’s supporters’ second, far
more distressing defense: ‘“A vote of
disapproval on the President’s plan will
set the stage for additional Iraq legis-
lation which will be coming to the
House floor.”” As no one who partici-
pated in the crafting of this covert leg-
islative agenda has deigned to inform
the American people as to its aims, one
wonders if it will cut off funding for
our troops in harm’s way or cut off
critical reconstruction funding in the
supplemental appropriations bill, thus
toppling an unheralded but essential
pillar of the President’s new victory
strategy and proving the perspicacity
of the present resolution. While we
wonder and worry, according to news-
paper reports there is a strategy to
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make this rumored legislative plan pal-
atable to the public. This strategy’s
tactics, which its instigators are more
than happy to relate to the media, are
reputed to include a coordinated multi-
million-dollar TV campaign by leftist
special-interest pressure groups. No
doubt somewhere beyond this ephem-
eral stream of time there lurks a jeal-
ous Clement Vallandigham. But, in
fairness, let us disdain a priori specula-
tion, and instead examine a previous
resolution to glean the potentialities of
the present resolution’s supporters’ se-
cret legislative plan. The following
passages are excerpted from a previous
resolution which, albeit more forth-
rightly, also opposes the Commander in
Chief’s decisions:

‘“Resolved, That this convention does
explicitly declare, as the sense of the
American people, that after 4 years of
failure . . . by the experiment of war,
during which, under the pretense of a
military necessity of war-power higher
than the Constitution, the Constitu-
tion itself has been disregarded in
every part, and public liberty and pri-
vate right alike trodden down, and the
material prosperity of the country es-
sentially impaired, justice, humanity,
liberty, and the public welfare demand
that immediate efforts be made for ces-
sation of hostilities to the end
that, at the earliest practicable mo-
ment, peace be restored.”

This previous resolution too ex-
presses its support for our troops in
harm’s way:

““Resolved, That the sympathy of the
Democratic Party is heartily and ear-
nestly extended to the soldiery of our
Army and sailors of our Navy who are
and have been in the field and on the
sea under the flag of our country, and
in the events of its attaining power,
they will receive all the care, protec-
tion, and regard that brave soldiers and
sailors of the Republic have so nobly
earned.”

This previous resolution is the Demo-
cratic Party platform of 1864.

If the past is prologue, let us be firm
in a fair request: If the resolution’s
supporters possess a victory strategy,
or otherwise, for Iraq, these public
servants must immediately reveal it to
the sovereign citizens of the United
States. If these stealth strategists
refuse, they will incur the American
people’s inference this legislative plan
assumes and will hasten our Nation’s
defeat in Iraq. How else could one ex-
plain these individuals’ already having
a legislative plan and an accompanying
media plan premised upon our troop re-
inforcement failure, and doing so re-
gardless of potential American vic-
tories on the ground or the advice of
our military commanders? Perhaps
while they demur from revealing it,
these anonymous commander in chiefs
will dubiously coin their legislative
plan an ‘‘exit strategy.”
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It is an irrelevant distinction. Right
now the enemy is actively seeking to
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murder more American and Iraqi sol-
diers and civilians. So right now and
for the immediate future, an exit from
Iraq is a defeat in Iraq. Whatever one
pretends to the contrary, one will
never convince our enemies otherwise.

Yes, it is all too human to wish the
world were different; all too human to
rationalize away one’s misguided ac-
tions. Being composed of frail, fallible
human beings, even great assemblies
such as this have succumbed to the
temptation. We must not.

Writing well before Churchill’s mag-
nanimous eulogy of Chamberlain and,
to the contrary, warning the British
people’s representatives how history
was pitiless, George Dangerfield coldly
assessed his national leaders’ mis-
management of state affairs during the
pre-Great War years of 1910 to 1914:
“Along that row of distinguished and
original faces there would pass from
time to time, as lightly as a shadow
upon the waters, an alarming, an alien
spirit, a spirit dangerous and indefi-
nite, the Spirit of Whimsy . . . In the
hush of crisis, in the tumult of abuse,
or when the stuffy air of the Commons
seemed almost to glitter with the shin-
ing, salt ripples of sarcasm, there it
played, airy, remote, and irrespon-
sible.”

Is an inchoate angst over history’s
final verdict the reason some sup-
porters of this resolution have taken to
this floor, though not in this resolution
itself, and verbally professed three key
defenses of their decision? One defense
is they were misled into supporting an
Iraqi regime change because of the
false claim it did or might possess
weapons of mass destruction. Mer-
cifully, let us stipulate these elected
officials performed their due diligence
on the matter and, especially for our
Democratic colleagues so situated,
they did not overly trust the some
many of them had accused of stealing a
Presidential election.

Again, there were numerous justifi-
able reasons for authorizing the Presi-
dent of the United States to militarily
execute a regime change in Iraq. As
those reasons are written in that reso-
lution, I will not dwell upon them, for
they do not constitute the crux of the
matter, which is this: the war aim of
regime change was a success. It is the
post-war failure of Iraqi reconstruction
breeding our present perils.

Thus even if a Member of Congress
can be excused for authorizing force on
the basis of being ‘‘misled,” the Mem-
ber of Congress cannot be excused for
failing to demand adequate post-war
reconstruction planning, nor for a 3-
year failure to demand constructive
changes to an inadequate post-war re-
construction plan.

Dovetailing with this defense, some
of the resolution’s supporters now
claim their initial ardor for the regime
change was a mistake because this ad-
ministration has botched Iraqi recon-
struction beyond salvaging and the
fledgling democracy is now in a state
of civil war. This argument has the
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merit of being partially correct, for de-
spite the hard-learned lessons of our
Nation’s former successes in doing so,
this administration utterly failed to
comprehend and implement the funda-
mental principles of reconstructing a
defeated, belligerent nation. Impor-
tantly, this does not preclude recon-
structing Iraq now.

While rife with sectarian violence,
much of it instigated and perpetuated
from external elements, Iraq is not in a
civil war. Relative calm exists in most
of the beleaguered nation’s provinces,
and if one dares to look, there are the
agonizingly slow but significant signs
of incremental progress in the estab-
lishment of order. This progression will
be expedited by the administration’s
new plan, which finally incorporates
the two fundamental principles of Iraqi
or any reconstruction plan, one, a lib-
eral democratic society evolves upward
from its traditional roots of order, not
from a centralized bureaucratic gov-
ernment downward; and, two, a na-
tion’s transformational evolution into
a liberal democracy must contempora-
neously provide transactional benefits
to its citizens. These fundamental prin-
ciples will be implemented through
critical initiatives, such as provincial
reconstruction teams, an accord on oil
revenue allocations, and a national rec-
onciliation process, amongst others.

But to earn the support of terrorized
Iraqis, security must first be estab-
lished so they may commence securing
the blessings of liberty. This is why the
troop reinforcement is required and
why the twin pillars of troop reinforce-
ment and grass-roots reconstruction
can achieve a joint American and Iraqi
victory over the enemies of liberty.

The ineluctable fact of our victory is
it must be won with the help of Iraqis,
which is disconcerting to many of this
resolution’s supporters who believe the
Iraqis are unwilling to fight for their
freedom and are incapable of perpet-
uating once it is secured. This argu-
ment often intersects with the charge
our mission in Iraq has been untenably
shifted from effectuating a regime
change to erecting a model democracy;
and for the above reasons, they think
this is impossible. This deplorable ar-
gument is antithetical to the self-evi-
dent truths written into our own Dec-
laration of Independence, though,
sadly, it is not without precedent. Once
more, let us reference another resolu-
tion, this one opposing a military mis-
sion creeping toward a decidedly dif-
ferent goal:

‘“Resolved: that the emancipation
proclamation of the President of the
United States is as unwarranted in
military as in civil law; a gigantic
usurpation, at once converting the war,
professedly commenced by the admin-
istration for the vindication of the au-
thority of the Constitution, into a cru-
sade for the sudden, unconditional and
violent liberation of 3 million Negro
slaves; a result which would not only
be a total subversion of the Federal
Union, but a revolution in the social
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organization of the Southern States,
the immediate and remote, the present
and far-reaching consequences of which
to both races cannot be contemplated
without the most dismal foreboding of
horror and dismay. The proclamation
invites servile insurrection as an ele-
ment in this emancipation crusade, a
means of warfare, th inhumanity and
diabolism of which are without exam-
ple in civilized warfare, and which we
denounce, and which the civilized
world will denounce as an uneffaceable
disgrace to the American people.”

So much for the prognostications of
the ‘‘Peace Democrat’ controlled Illi-
nois legislature’s 1863 resolution.
Thankfully, by the grace of God and
the sanguine sacrifice of the American
people, it was this Illinois legislature,
not our African American brothers and
sisters and our Nation’s great emanci-
pator, who are to be denounced by the
civilized world for all eternity.

What of our legislative body? Now
resurrects the specter of our own judg-
ment, which hovers above and shadows
us as we seek to ensure we are not for-
ever weighed in the balance and found
wonting. It is as it should be, as it
must be, for notwithstanding its non-
binding nature, even after this resolu-
tion’s disposition, our duty demands
we make moral decisions affecting our
Nation’s victory or defeat, and our fel-
low citizens’ lives or deaths. Is this not
why, even while bearing malice to-
wards none of them, in defending his
own war plan, our own maligned Presi-
dent warned his opponents history is a
harsh mistress:

“Is it doubted, then, that the plan I
propose, if adopted, would shorten the
war and thus lessen its expenditure of
money and of blood? Is it doubted that
it would restore the national authority
and national prosperity and perpetuate
both indefinitely? Is it doubted that we
here, Congress and Executive, can se-
cure its adoption? Will not the good
people respond to a united and earnest
appeal from us? Can we, can they, by
any other means, so certainly or so
speedily, assure these vital objects? We
can succeed only by concert. It is not
‘Can any of us imagine better?’ but
‘Can we all do better?’ Objection what-
soever is possible. Still the question re-
curs ‘Can we do better?” The dogmas of
the quiet past are inadequate to the
stormy present. The occasion is piled
high with difficulty and we must rise
to the occasion. As our case is new, so
we must think anew, act anew. We
must disenthrall ourselves and then we
shall save our country.

“Fellow citizens, we cannot escape
history. We of this Congress and this
administration will be remembered in
spite of ourselves. No personal signifi-
cance or insignificance can spare one
or another of us. The fiery trial
through which we pass will light us
down, in honor or dishonor, to the lat-
est generation. We say we are for the
Union. The world will not forget that
we say this. We know how to save the
Union. The world knows we do know
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how to save it. We, even we here, hold
the power and bear the responsibility.
In giving freedom to the slave, we as-
sure freedom to the free, honorable
alike in what we give and what we pre-
serve. We shall nobly save, or meanly
lose, the last best hope of Earth. Other
means may succeed; this could not fail.
The way is plain, peaceful, generous,
just, a way which, if followed, the
world will forever applaud, and God
must forever bless.”

My friends, history harkens your
honorable hearts to reconsider sup-
porting this immoral resolution. If one
believes all human beings are equally
God’s children, whether they be free or
yearning to breathe free, one cannot,
after a cruel sip of hope, condemn 20
million of God’s equally beloved chil-
dren to a saturnalia of slaughter. If one
supports our troops, one cannot deride
their cause as injurious to our country.
If one seeks our victory in the war on
terror, one cannot advocate a retreat
and defeat in the face of our enemy.

My friends, through the fog of war,
our fiery trial illumes and creeps ever
nearer along the trail. Rather than
curse the darkness and dread the
echoes of history’s verdict, let us ac-
quit ourselves with lasting honor by
leading our searching Nation through
these trying, transformational times
and into a transcendent, triumphal to-
morrow. Let us earn the esteem of the
latest and later generations of all free
people by reaffirming our revolu-
tionary Republic cherishes the self-evi-
dent truth that all human beings yearn
to breathe free. Let us, in our Nation’s
finest traditions and truest character,
remove the Iraqi people’s bonds of op-
pression and replace them with bonds
of brotherhood amongst our free, sov-
ereign, and secure peoples.

Let us, in the face of terror, march
always in the ranks of honor and cou-
rageously and selflessly secure the
Iraqi people’s blessings of liberty and,
in so doing, secure our own blessings of
liberty for unnamed generations of
American children.

Mr. Speaker, fully cognizant of my
moral duty to our troops, my constitu-
ents, my country, and my Creator, I
cannot in good conscience support this
resolution, which is injurious to the
cause of our Nation’s victory and in
consequence is patiently immoral.
Therefore, I urge this resolution’s re-
jection and pray God graces, guards,
and guides the steps of all who bear the
burden of our decisions made on behalf
of the majestic American people.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, let me just say that from my under-
standing, we are a separate but equal
branch of government. The Executive
does its thing; we do ours. And part of
our responsibility is to debate, inves-
tigate and evaluate what the President
says and not simply rubber-stamp what
he says. So we are doing our job and
what the American people elect us to
do
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Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to now
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Illinois, the chief deputy whip,
the Honorable JAN SCHAKOWSKY.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise on behalf of my
constituents in Illinois to say, as
strongly as possible for myself and for
them, that we reject President Bush’s
decision to deploy more than 20,000 ad-
ditional United States combat troops
to Iraq.

Tragically, the President and his ad-
ministration are dealing with an Iraq
that exists only in their imagination.
Bob Herbert said it well in Monday’s
New York Times: “We need to stop pre-
tending that there is something sane
about continued U.S. involvement in
this ruinous war. We Kkeep sending
troops into the combat zone, and they
keep sinking ever deeper into the an-
cient Middle East sand. To keep send-
ing young people off to die in a war
that everybody knows is pointless is
criminal.”

Each time that the Bush administra-
tion has proclaimed that we must stay
the course because the war has just
reached a turning point, that turn has
led to a dead end.

May 2003, President Bush declared
““Mission Accomplished.” By the end of
2003, 486 of our troops were dead and
2,408 were wounded. And yet we stayed
the course in Iraq.

In June 2004, President Bush said,
“We’re handing over authority to a
sovereign Iraqi Government ... a
turning point will come in less than 2
weeks.”

By the end of 2004, 1,334 of our troops
were killed and 10,408 were wounded.
And yet we stayed the course in Iraq.

In June 2005, Vice President CHENEY
said, ‘I think they are in the last
throes, if you will, of the insurgency.”’
And in December 2005, President Bush
said * . the year 2005 will be re-
corded as a turning point in the history
of Iraq, the history of the Middle East,
and the history of freedom.”

By the end of 2005, 2,180 of our troops
were killed and 16,354 were wounded.
And yet we stayed the course in Iraq.

In May 2006, President Bush called
the formation of a new Iraqi Govern-
ment ‘“‘a turning point.” By the end of
2006, 3,001 of our troops were killed and
22,736 were wounded. And yet we stayed
the course in Iraq.

And just last month, Vice President
CHENEY proclaimed, ‘“Well, I think if
you look at what’s transpired in Iraq

. we have, in fact, made enormous
progress.”” And President Bush told us
that his new strategy to escalate the
war in Iraq ‘‘will change America’s
course in Iraq and help us succeed in
the fight against terror.”

Since those remarks made just days
ago, more than 120 troops are dead, and
yet once again we are being asked to
stay the course in Iraq.

My colleagues across the aisle want
to characterize this troop increase, the
fourth escalation, as a new direction.
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But the American people know better.
They recognize ‘‘stay the course’ when
they see it, and they are saying no.
And the administration continues the
charade that if you don’t support this
war and this escalation, then you don’t
support the troops.

Shame on them. It is they who have
failed to serve the troops who have
served us so well. From day one our
troops were sent into the war theater
without the proper equipment to maxi-
mize their safety. Families have bake
sales to buy their loved ones better
vests and helmets. Just last month the
Pentagon’s Inspector General found
that the Defense Department hasn’t
been able to properly equip the troops
it already has with enough guns and
ammunition to ‘‘effectively complete
their missions.”” That is a quote. Sol-
diers are short body armor, armored
vehicles, and communication equip-
ment. Imagine this war is costing $12
million every hour, 24/7 for 4 years,
nearly half a trillion dollars, and our
soldiers don’t have enough body armor,
ammunition, communications equip-
ment?
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If our troops aren’t the priority, who
is? Halliburton, Blackwater, other cor-
porate chums of the President? Don’t
lecture us about caring for the troops.

The Executive Director of Iraq and
Afghanistan Veterans of America re-
cently said of our returning soldiers
and marines, ‘“And when they come
home, there aren’t nearly enough tran-
sitional care services, job placement,
transitional housing. It is just not
there.”” Twelve million dollars an hour
to wage this war, and our veterans are
returning home without the proper
care they need?

Our support for the troops compels us
to oppose this war and this escalation.
Of the terrible options the President
has left us after 4 years, the absolute
worst is to continue to send our young
men and women in uniform to die in
the meat grinder that is Iraq and to
put them in the cross-hairs of a civil
war.

Speaker PELOSI has said that our
goal is to end this war. We can begin
right here, right now, by passing this
resolution.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, it is my pleasure to yield 5 minutes
to the honorable gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN), the mover
and shaker on the Ways and Means
Committee.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I thank my col-
league from New York.

Mr. Speaker, next month we will
mark the fourth anniversary of the
President’s decision to launch a war of
choice against Iraq. Many of us came
to the floor of this House in the weeks
before the invasion to urge the Presi-
dent to take a different course. The
White House ignored those appeals for
restraint. The President’s mantra was,
and these are his words, ‘“‘Bring it on.”

For almost 4 years after the invasion,
the President had a rubber-stamp Con-
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gress right here that never seriously
questioned his misguided policies in
Iraq. It was the ‘‘see no problems, hear
no problems, conduct no oversight”
Congress.

When the President stood below the
banner ‘‘Mission Accomplished’’ aboard
the USS Abraham Lincoln in May 2003,
the rubber-stamp Congress believed the
slogan, rather than the facts on the
ground.

When Vice President CHENEY de-
clared that the insurgency was in ‘‘its
final throes’ back in May 2005, the Re-
publican Congress accepted that ver-
dict without question.

When the President unveiled his so-
called ‘“‘Plan For Victory’ at the Naval
Academy in November 2005, the old
Congress dutifully parroted the talking
points sent down from the other end of
Pennsylvania Avenue.

The days of the rubber-stamp Con-
gress are now over. This Congress will
no longer serve as the mouthpiece for
the White House. This Congress is fi-
nally standing up to do its job as a sep-
arate and coequal branch of govern-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, the message from the
last election was clear. The American
people have an uncanny ability to cut
through the slogans and get to the
heart of the matter. They understood
clearly that more of the same in Iraq
was not working. And the American
people understand what both General
Casey and General Abizaid have told
us: that the escalation of more troops
in Iraq is not the answer; that it will
make matters worse, not better.

Increasing the number of American
troops in Iraq will put off the day when
the Iraqis, the Shia, the Sunnis and the
Kurds, must make the difficult com-
promises necessary to achieve political
and national reconciliation. Putting
more American forces in the middle of
a bloody sectarian civil war will only
lead to further violence and more
American and more Iraqi casualties. It
is time for the Iraqis to assume more
responsibility, not less.

The Bush administration has been
wrong about this war from the begin-
ning and it is wrong with respect to its
proposed course of action now. The rec-
ommendations of the bipartisan, inde-
pendent Baker-Hamilton Commission
provide for the responsible redeploy-
ment of our forces and represents the
best way forward in Iraq.

And to those who would suggest that
having this debate will undermine our
troops, I say shame on you. Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General
Peter Pace put that canard to rest just
last week when he said, ‘‘“There is no
doubt in my mind that the dialogue
here in Washington strengthens our de-
mocracy. Period.”

Our men and women fighting in Iraq
understand the strength and vibrancy
of this democracy, and they understand
that it is our duty in this Congress to
exercise our best judgment for Amer-
ica’s mnational security. What has
harmed our national security is not the
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debate in Iraq, but the lack of serious
oversight over the Bush administra-
tion’s decisions and conduct.

What emboldens our enemies is not
the exercise of our democracy, but mis-
guided policies that have weakened our
national security.

Our national security is weakened
when our credibility around the world
is undermined by false claims regard-
ing weapons of mass destruction. Our
national security is weakened when the
chaos in Iraq allows Iran to greatly ex-
pand its influence in the region. Our
national security is weakened when
America’s diminished standing in the
world has eroded our ability to influ-
ence the actions of others. Our na-
tional security is weakened because we
have diverted our attention away from
completing the mission against the ar-
chitects of 9/11, against Osama bin
Laden and al Qaeda and the terrorist
network that continues to operate
along the Afghan-Pakistan border.

We must change course. We must
strengthen our national security posi-
tion, not compound the errors we have
already made. That is what this resolu-
tion is all about. We hope the President
will join us in that effort. Let’s chart a
new direction now together.

Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE).

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. I thank the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. Speaker, I have listened to the
debate over the last 2 days, really doz-
ens and dozens of speeches, and, frank-
ly, speeches of exceptionally high qual-
ity on both sides of the issue. I have
listened particularly to the speakers
who were here in 2002 when the momen-
tous decision to go to war was actually
made. Those who were opposed, I have
admired because in their opposition in
October of 2002 they were taking an un-
popular position, but clearly one that
they believed in, and I think they de-
serve our respect for that, even if I
don’t agree with that particular point
of view.

Second, I have watched those who
voted in favor of that tough decision,
and I have watched as they have stuck
to that decision because they believe
the stakes are so important for the
United States. They have done so even
when public opinion has turned against
their position. And I admire that.

Frankly, I have watched speakers
who have changed their position, who
were first for the war and now are op-
posed to it. It is easy to deride people
in that position. But, quite frankly, I
have watched them, and they are an-
guished in their opinions and their con-
clusions; they are sensitive, obviously,
to the easy and cheap criticism of op-
portunism. And I particularly admire
those, frankly, in my own party who
have broken with their President and
their party over a position that they
believe in deeply. I don’t agree with
them, but I admire them.

What I don’t admire is the Demo-
cratic leadership that has brought us a
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resolution which is divisive without
being decisive. It orders no action. I
have spoken on that at length before,
and I am not going to go into it now. I
want to instead focus on the issues at
stake.

Like all of those elected in 2002, 2004,
2006, I was not part of the initial deci-
sion to go to war, and, frankly, I often
think how fortunate I was to have been
spared that responsibility. But, of
course, none of us on this floor ever
truly escapes responsibility.

My attitude toward this conflict re-
flects that of my district and, frankly,
that of my father, who was a career
noncommissioned officer in the United
States Army. I recall once when he was
talking about war, he summed it up
pretty simply: When you are in it, win
it.

That is what I have tried to do with
my vote, my voice, my energy, since I
have been elected to represent my dis-
trict. I have done so because, frankly,
in some areas I have seen progress. Re-
moving Saddam Hussein from power
was a good thing and I am proud that
that was accomplished, and it would
not have been accomplished without
the valor and the professionalism of
American men and women in arms.

I am pleased to have seen a Constitu-
tion formed in Iraq that is the envy of
the Arab world.

I am proud to have seen three elec-
tions take place, all of which had in-
creasingly high participation and had,
frankly, higher percentages than vote
in our own elections.

I was hopeful when I saw a coalition
government formed that had Kurds,
that had Sunnis, that had Shia, that
had other elements in the Iraqi popu-
lation.

I have been impressed with Iraqi
forces that do stand and fight. And
let’s make no mistake about it: Most of
the fighting and dying militarily is
being done by Iraqis and they deserve
our respect for that.

And, frankly, I think like all Ameri-
cans, I was enormously relieved when I
see actors like the late al-Zarqawi,
people who would kill Americans any-
where, anytime, who are not from Iraq,
being sought out with the help of Iraqis
and Kkilled far away from our shores.
That is important, and that is some-
thing we should acknowledge.

I have also supported the war because
I feared the consequences of defeat in
Iraq. And, believe me, there are con-
sequences to losing the war. These are
real.

If we are not successful in Iraq, we
will have an emboldened enemy. Not
just the terrorists that we deal with,
they are bad enough, but also the
states that use terrorism as a tool of
diplomacy. States like Iran, states like
Syria, will draw comfort.

We will have demoralized friends in
the region and around the world that
wonder whether or not they can really
count on us once we make a commit-
ment.

We will see the death of an infant de-
mocracy, never a good thing for the
lovers of freedom.
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We will see a sectarian bloodbath in
Iraq that will result in the death of
tens of thousands, if not hundreds of
thousands, of Iraqis.

And we will see a destabilized region
in which the United States has vital in-
terests and to which our own security
is intimately tied.

I acknowledge that things have not
gone in Iraq as I, certainly, and I think
everybody, regardless of their position
on the issue, would have hoped. There
is no question that we underestimated
what was required, not to defeat Sad-
dam, frankly, that was done bril-
liantly, but to secure Iraq.

We have underestimated the persist-
ence of and the difficulty the outside
players would create for us. We under-
estimated how anxious people inside
Iraq would be to settle old scores in-
stead of to look ahead. And we have
underestimated the impact of the di-
vided loyalties of Iraqis themselves,
where so often we see sect against sect,
ethnicity against ethnicity, tribe
against tribe.

But these difficulties and mistakes,
regrettable as they are, do not change
the consequences of losing in Iraq, for
the region, for Iraqis, and, most impor-
tantly, for ourselves.

At this critical point, the President
has offered a plan to avert defeat, and,
if the Iraqis are up to the task, to turn
the tide. It has an American military
component, and that is what this reso-
lution deals with.

But contrary to what I have heard on
the floor, it is not a major escalation
in forces. It is not an effort to allow
the Iraqis to avoid the fighting. Nor is
it an effort to win militarily. It is an
effort to buy the time needed to create
an environment in Iraq that will allow
Iraqis to succeed politically. It will
allow them to begin to push toward the
reconciliation process and review the
de-Baathification program. It will
allow them to share power with one an-
other. It will allow provisional elec-
tions to take place. It will allow oil
revenue to be distributed more equi-
tably. It will allow Iraqi units the time
to train, stand up and continue to fight
and fight more professionally and pro-
ficiently than they have.

The U.S. force is indispensable in
achieving these measures, but it will
not be and it is not intended to be deci-
sive. What will win or lose in Iraq ulti-
mately are Iraqi politicians: Can they
put their differences aside? Iraqi sol-
diers: Can they fight for their country
instead of against one another? And
the Iraqi people: Can they put aside the
differences and demand better leader-
ship than they have received thus far
from their own people.

Some will say this is a hopeless task,
but our military leaders and our troops
in the field don’t tell us that. General
Petraeus, a man whom all sides ac-
knowledge is not only professional, ca-
pable, but is dedicated and a great pa-
triot, tells us he thinks this is an
achievable mission if he has the forces
he needs to succeed. The average sol-
diers that I talked to from my district
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and other units also tell me they be-
lieve this is doable. But they want us
in Congress and in this country to have
the political resolve to match their
personal courage.

History teaches us that freedom is a
powerful force. We should trust it. And
it also teaches us sometimes it needs
outside help. All of us as Americans are
justly proud of the American Revolu-
tion. We often forget it took a French
fleet, French army and Dutch money
to finally finish the job.

Mr. Speaker, because I believe the
consequences of losing in Iraq are hor-
rible for Iraqis, for Americans, and for
the cause of liberty and our friends
around the world; because I think that
we, the Iraqis and the Americans to-
gether, can still win; because I believe
that defeat has catastrophic con-
sequences for the United States, I urge
the rejection of this resolution and
support the cause that our fighting
men and women are so nobly advancing
in Iraq.
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Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, it is my pleasure to yield 5% min-
utes to the Chair of the Steering Com-
mittee, the Honorable ROSA DELAURO.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, this
week the Congress finally takes up its
obligation to change course in Iraq. We
have arrived at a new moment. Few re-
sponsibilities are more solemn for a
Member of this body than one in which
he or she is obligated to register a vote
of no confidence in their President in a
time of war.

Under different circumstances, I
think most Americans would want to
give their President the benefit of the
doubt on matters of war, that they
would want to trust the President’s
judgment to do what is right for our
country, for our national security in-
terests, and for our troops and their
families who never leave our prayers.

It is a measure of how desperate mat-
ters have become in Iraq that the Con-
gress considers this resolution of dis-
approval. Today, we find ourselves em-
broiled in a war that is not winnable, a
religious war that is inconsistent with
our original mission there, a war the
American people no longer support.

And with 3,100 American lives lost,
sectarian violence threatening to spill
over into the entire Middle East, and
no prospect for a stable, constitutional
democracy in Iraq in sight, today we
consider this war for not what we wish
it were but for what it has so clearly
and tragically become, a mistake of
historic proportions.

As such, I will support this resolution
opposing the escalation of this conflict.
And with this debate, the Congress
takes up its constitutional responsibil-
ities with a sense of urgency and ac-
countability that the public so des-
perately seeks from us. For too long
the Congress has asked too few ques-
tions and been all too willing to put
politics and ideology before our Na-
tion’s security.
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To be sure, matters of war are the
most serious that I will deliberate over
in the United States Congress. Indeed,
such a vote was my first in the Con-
gress in 1991. But with this moment,
Congress now has the opportunity to
take the country into a new phase of
this war. To me, nothing matters more
than getting this right.

Four years ago, I voted against au-
thorizing the President to go to war be-
cause, as I said on this House floor, I
believed taking unilateral action
against Iraq would ‘‘weaken our moral
authority, our military effectiveness
and our ability to keep events under
control afterwards.”

Today, 1 month into the new Con-
gress, and for the first time since the
previous majority rushed to authorize
this war in October of 2002, every Mem-
ber of this institution, Democrat or Re-
publican, will face a different choice.
With the situation so clearly out of
control, Members can trust President
Bush one more time as he escalates the
conflict in Iraq, or they can support a
change in direction that begins to rede-
ploy our troops out of Iraq, that uses
our military in the right way, to make
our country safer and raise America’s
standing so that we have both allies
and moral authority to address our
threats.

To be sure, of all the concerns we
take to the floor with, it is the deterio-
rating welfare of our troops that is
most alarming. Of course, every Amer-
ican takes comfort in the heroism and
the determination that our soldiers
have shown. They have performed mag-
nificently, but they have been charged
with an impossible mission that under-
mines their incalculable sacrifice and
has strained our military in countless
ways, from manpower to morale.

As the father of one marine whose
son has been deployed for the second
time to Iraq wrote to me, ‘“You forget
what it is like to actually sleep
through the night without waking up
to the horrible thought that you might
not ever see your son again.”

Mr. Speaker, we all know our troops
will do anything their country asks of
them, but let us not ask them to esca-
late an unwinnable war.

Today, virtually everyone agrees we
need a new strategy, everyone, that is,
except for the President who continues
to pursue an objective the consensus
judgment of our Nation’s intelligence
agencies says has no chance of success.
Indeed, in proposing an escalation of
the current strategy, the President re-
jects conclusions drawn by the Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate, the bipar-
tisan Iraq Study Group, his own gen-
erals and, perhaps most importantly,
the American people. In so doing, he
sends what could be as many as 170,000
troops into a civil war that is being
waged along sectarian fault lines that
have existed for more than 1,300 years.

Such a policy will not only make
matters worse, in my view and that of
the Iraq Study Group. It will also post-
pone Iraqis taking responsibility and
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postpone diplomatic efforts that we so
urgently need to reach a political set-
tlement in Iraq and avoid an all-out
civil war that spills into the entire
Middle East.

Mr. Speaker, I am not willing to
stand here in the well of the House of
Representatives and not move to
change our policy in Iraq. There are
too many lives at stake, our security
at stake. I support the conclusions and
recommendations of the bipartisan
Iraq Study Group, but I have crossed
the Rubicon on this war. I support
phased redeployment over the next
year and will seek every opportunity to
mandate such a change in law. But
that begins with stopping this esca-
lation

Mr. Speaker, | harbor no illusions about the
President’s willingness to hear this message
from the Congress. Before long, it may be
necessary to mandate reductions in troop lev-
els. But the President must understand that
the public and the Congress do not support
his policies in Irag—that if we can even hope
to achieve a stable Irag, a peaceful Middle
East and a more secure America, our strategy
must change. That is what this vote of no con-
fidence is about. That is our obligation—let us
honor it.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I will make a statement later,
but right now I would like to introduce
Congressman GEOFF DAVIS from the
State of Kentucky who was in the U.S.
Military Academy at West Point and
served this Nation as an assault heli-
copter flight commander in the 82nd
Airborne Division, which is where I
went through jump school, too, and I
think he is well qualified to discuss
this issue.

I would like to recognize the gen-
tleman for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in support of our troops
and dedicated civilian professionals,
and to my former comrades and friends
now serving, and against the Democrat
resolution disapproving of reinforcing
our troops in combat.

This week, Congress has spent its
time debating a futile, nonbinding res-
olution when, in reality, we should be
debating policy initiatives that will
help our troops in their mission and
lead to stability. I believe that in fight-
ing the war in Iraq that there is room
for an open and honest debate about
the best way to advance the compelling
national security interests of this Na-
tion. Honest debate, respectful dis-
agreement, and constructive dialogue
are components of our great Republic;
and it is important to honor the proc-
ess that our institution provides.

Furthermore, this measure seeks to
debate whether we support an oper-
ational decision that, in reality, should
be made by the commanders on the
ground, not by politicians in Congress.
What are we going to be debating next
week, Mr. Speaker? Which block in
Baghdad? Which precinct to target?
This nonbinding resolution serves no
purpose other than pacifying the
Democrats’ political base and lowering
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morale in our military. At least one
Democrat has likened this type of reso-
lution to a child stomping in the cor-
ner.

The troops will be doing their job by
completing the mission that they have
been given, and we in Congress need to
do ours. Our troops who are fighting
abroad do not get to debate the valid-
ity of their mission. Their enemies are
real, and they are fighting day in and
day out to protect our country, the
Iraqi people and themselves.

This resolution does not help make
progress in Iraq. It does not provide a
new approach in Iraqg and does not
make our Nation or our troops more
secure. That is what we need to be
doing, not wasting our time debating a
measure that can dishearten and de-
moralize our citizens faithfully serving
in theater while encouraging and
emboldening the adversaries of sta-
bility.

We have seen the aggression of this
faceless and cowardly enemy in the
bombing of Pan Am 103 in 1988, in al
Qaeda’s attack on the USS Cole in 2000,
and the tragic events of September 11.
This enemy is driven by hate and seeks
to do Americans harm.

Over the course of time, it has be-
come evident that we are involved in a
long-term struggle with Islamic extre-
mism to preserve our freedom and the
freedom of the world. Every day, our
men and women in uniform and our ci-
vilian professionals risk their lives to
protect our freedom. From providing
security to building an economy, we
are strengthening the security of our
country and the international commu-
nity.

We have not had a terrorist attack
on our soil in over 5 years because of
our vigilance in pursuing the security
of our Nation at home and abroad. Suc-
cess in Iraq is our only option for con-
tinued national security and the pres-
ervation of freedom.

I have had the opportunity to speak
to hundreds and hundreds of men and
women in uniform whose experience
spans all ranks, all services, and all
units. Consistently, they share an opti-
mistic and sober message about the im-
portance of continuing the struggle to
defeat Islamic extremists. A resolution
like this blurs the many successes in
the war they have had against the ex-
tremists.

The messages of our troops do not
come without an understanding of the
reality and the resources that we must
commit to this mission. Fighting the
terrorists will require a strong com-
mitment, and the road to victory will
be long. Our partners in Iraq have stat-
ed their commitment to the mission,
and we must stand behind them.

At the same time, the Iraqis must
continue to assume responsibility for
their success as a nation and that our
commitment is not open-ended. Suc-
cess in countering an insurgency large-
1y happens outside of the realm of com-
bat. Security is only one aspect.

We must work on establishing frame-
works within Iraq that can keep the
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water running and the electricity on,
which will in turn allow people to go to
work and children to return to school.
Returning normal life to Iraqis is im-
portant, but it should not be the sole
responsibility of our troops who are
providing security and stability. We
need to strengthen the involvement of
the international community in this
endeavor as we empower and engage
the Iraqis.

I strongly believe that if we are to
fully support our troops that we must
listen to what they are saying. And
when the troops are saying that they
are committed to their mission then, I
believe, we should listen. I remain a
committed supporter of our troops, and
I thank them for their service.

Soon, Congress will vote on the De-
partment of Defense’s supplemental
budget; and in it, the Pentagon is re-
questing $5.6 billion for troop reinforce-
ment. This will be the real test of com-
mitment, not this meaningless resolu-
tion. A ‘‘yes’” vote on that funding sup-
ports the troop reinforcement being de-
bated here today, and a ‘‘no’ vote will
delete funding for this important mis-
sion. This will not only show people
where Congress stands, but give ac-
countability to our actions here in
Congress with the force of law behind
it.

I support our troops and our civilian
professionals, and I intend to keep my
commitment to my many friends on
active duty and to vote to provide
them the funding for their mission
when the time comes.

To my former comrades and friends
in the 101st Airborne Division and 82nd
Airborne Division, thank you for an-
swering the call again and know that I
stand with you.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I think we all owe a great debt of
gratitude to the Speaker of this House
and to the Democratic leadership for
allowing us the opportunity to have
every Member come to the floor of the
people’s House to talk about Iraq and
whether or not they agree with the
President’s escalation. I think that is
what this House is about, and one of
the Members of that leadership who we
do owe that gratitude to is the Vice
Chair of the Democratic Caucus, and I
am pleased to yield 5% minutes to the
gentleman from Connecticut, the Hon-
orable JOHN LARSON.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Thank
you, Mr. MEEKS, and also let me thank
my colleagues across the aisle for the
solemnity of the debate that has taken
place over these last several days. I
think it is so important to the con-
stituents that we are sworn to serve,
and they deserve to hear the voices
that reside within the people’s Cham-
ber.

This debate, in so many ways, is an
echo chamber for what Americans al-
ready know. They have found their
voice and expressed it in several man-
ners and several forms, most notably in
last November’s election, where they
called for a new direction for this coun-
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try, not the staying of the course that
it is currently on.

It is long overdue then that the Con-
gress find its voice as well. Past is pro-
logue, and we must go back to June of
2002 when the President enunciated the
Bush doctrine, the doctrine of preemp-
tion and unilateralism that has placed
us in this situation that we have today
in Iraq.

He was warned, most notably by peo-
ple like Scowcroft, Eagleberger, Baker,
and Colin Powell about the folly of this
effort. It was not KENNEDY or Berg or
even LARSON or other people that spoke
out as eloquently as those former
members of Bush the Elder’s Cabinet.

I traveled with JACK MURTHA in the
buildup to the war, and we met with
our ambassador in Saudi Arabia, Rob-
ert Jordan, who I said to him, Ambas-
sador, you have a gathering storm here
in Saudi Arabia, with all the tensions
in the Middle East. And he said, Con-
gressman, you are from New England.
Gathering storm, he said? What we
have here is the making of a perfect
storm.
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And if we unilaterally invade and at-
tack this toothless tiger, Saddam Hus-
sein, we will unwittingly accomplish
what bin Laden failed to do: we will
create a united Islamic jihad against
the United States.

Professor Gram Ellison wrote that
“‘this occupation has diverted essential
resources from the fight against al
Qaeda, allowed the Taliban to regroup
on Afghanistan, fostered neglect of the
Iranian nuclear threat, undermined al-
liances critical to preventing ter-
rorism, devastated America’s standing
with every country in Europe and de-
stroyed it in the Muslim world.”

Instead of following the wisdom of
Scowcroft and Eagleberger and Baker,
Powell, this administration embraced
Ahmed Chalabi with all the hubris and
arrogance of staying the course.

And so we find our troops today in
the midst of civil war, in the midst of
sectarian, religious, and tribal con-
flicts that are more about settling old
scores that seek revenge over the cen-
turies than about creating a democ-
racy. And it is into that caldron that
we wish to send more troops, more
troops that 87 percent of the Iraqi pub-
lic says they want a time line for us to
be out of there, and over 50 percent of
them think that it is okay to Kkill
Americans.

Our troops need leadership that is
worthy of their sacrifice. It is impor-
tant that this Congress on both sides of
the aisle, as it has done, understands
the difference between the war and the
warriors.

I conduct hearings back in my dis-
trict; I listen to what my constituents
have to say. And, most earnestly, to
those parents, those men and women
who come to these hearings and talk
about their children in harm’s way:
Carol Tripp of Bristol said it best, a
woman with three of her sons and her
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husband stationed in Iraq, who hasn’t
shared a holiday dinner with their en-
tire family since 2001.

I define success by being able to look
into their eyes and tell them that the
best path forward is the safe, secure,
and strategic redeployment of our
troops so that our Army can regroup
and restore itself and proceed after the
people who took the towers down in
systematic fashion to go after al Qaeda
and continue to regroup.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

You know, it is an honor to be here
today joined by Members of Congress
who have served this Nation nobly both
in the Armed Forces and today as
statesmen and -women in the United
States House of Representatives.

You know, there are lots of ways peo-
ple can serve this country. Dedicating
time to the Armed Forces, the greatest
military in the world, can be some of
the most fulfilling time in one’s life. I
know, because I spent 29 years in the
United States Air Force; got called up
from my ROTC class at SMU and flew
62 combat missions in Korea in a plane
I named after my wife, ‘Shirley’s
Texas Tornado.”

In 1965, I left for my first tour in
Vietnam, working for General West-
moreland in the headquarters. In 1966 1
returned again. And while flying my
25th mission, I was shot down, landed
in the middle of a division of North Vi-
etnamese soldiers.

What followed for the next 2,494 days
can only be described as hell on Earth,
or as my friend and fellow POW, Jere-
miah Denton did, blinked the letters of
one word in Morse Code into a movie
camera as a desperate plea for help.
The letters made up the word ‘‘tor-
ture.” Of my nearly 7 years in cap-
tivity, I spent more than half of that
time in solitary confinement.

As you can imagine, the North Viet-
namese would say and do anything to
break our will. The physical torture is
not fit for describing as some of it is
too graphic and too gory. There were
many times that I would pray to God
that I would pass out and slip into un-
consciousness just to escape the pain if
I couldn’t escape the beatings.

Yet, what also scarred me for life was
the emotional torture that the North
Vietnamese broadcast to taunt us and
break our wills. They constantly blared
anti-American messages from back
home over the loud speakers. The
enemy knows that any anti-American
murmur can be used as a weapon. And
the same holds true today.

The enemy wants our men and
women in uniform to think that their
Congress doesn’t care about them, that
they are going to cut the funding and
abandon them and their mission. They
want Congress to cave to the wishes of
those who advocate a cut-and-run atti-
tude. And we should not allow that to
happen.

We must learn from our mistakes. We
cannot leave a job undone like we left
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in Korea, like we left in Vietnam, like
we left in Somalia.

Osama bin Laden said that ‘‘in Soma-
lia, the United States pulled out, trail-
ing disappointment, defeat, and failure
behind it.”

And we didn’t blink an eye when the
radicals bombed the Khobar Towers in
Saudi Arabia killing 20 and injuring
372; or after the Kenya embassy bomb-
ings that killed 213 people and injured
5,000; or that same day at the Tanzania
embassy bombing killing 11 people and
injuring 68. On October 12, 2000 the USS
Cole bombing killed 17 and injured 39.
And we all know how they tried to
bring down the World Trade Towers
and didn’t stop until they completed
the job September 11.

All of these tragedies of terrorism
happened without a United States re-
sponse.

We can’t waver in our fight for free-
dom. We cannot abandon the bedrock
of democracy; they are the brave and
selfless men and women of our United
States Armed Forces. We will stand up
with them. We must stand up with
them. And I will stand up with them in
Congress, because they stand up for our
freedom every minute of every day.
They are the reason we call America
the land of the free and the home of the
brave. And I salute them.

Now, today I have the distinct privi-
lege of managing time during this de-
bate. BEach person joining me is a shin-
ing example of duty, honor, country.
And I know folks across America will
learn a lot from hearing about their
stories and hearing why they know
firsthand freedom is not free.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, it is my pleasure to yield 5 minutes
to the Chair of the Homeland Security
Subcommittee on Intelligence, Infor-
mation Sharing, and Terrorism, the
gentlelady from California, the Honor-
able JANE HARMAN

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the Speaker and I thank the gentleman
for yielding, and commend our leader-
ship for organizing this very thought-
ful and sober 3-day debate on a very se-
rious issue.

Mr. Speaker, as Co-chair of the Blue
Dog National Security Working Group,
I rise to oppose the surge and to sup-
port tough and smart security strate-
gies, including those outlined in H.
Res. 97, authored by the Blue Dogs, to
end war profiteering, put future war
costs on budget, and adopt a Truman
Committee to make those who have en-
gaged in fraud and abuse in Iraq ac-
countable for their actions.

As we conduct this historic debate,
however, I am mindful that, eight time
zones away, crouched in a tank some-
where in Baghdad, a 19-year-old private
is doing his best to restore order to a
city descending into all-out civil war.
We owe this soldier, his mates, and
their families so much. They volun-
teered to put their lives on the line to
keep this country safe.

We in this Chamber also want to
keep this country safe, but we do not
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share those day-to-day risks. Only a
handful here have relatives in Iraq liv-
ing the life of the soldier I described.

Mr. Speaker, as we have sadly
learned, the intelligence that took us
to war was wrong. Some of the most in-
accurate claims—that an operational
relationship existed between al Qaeda
and Saddam Hussein, that vast WMD
stockpiles existed with their locations
pinpointed—were presented by the ad-
ministration as fact, even though the
Intelligence Community had discred-
ited them. That was shameful.

Most intelligence agencies around
the world thought, however, that Sad-
dam Hussein had WMD and the inten-
tion to use it against his people and
U.S. interests. They believed it, and so
did I. But they were wrong, and so was
I.

The actions taken 4 years ago in Iraq
created a failed state. We took out its
government and occupied the country,
unsuccessfully. About one year later,
millions of Iraqis courageously elected
a government, but that government
barely functions, and we continue to
occupy Iraq militarily.

Mr. Speaker, there are no good mili-
tary options left in Iraq.

To the soldier currently in harm’s
way, I say, ‘“You are a hero. You are
doing your best to follow orders and to
serve your country.” But I also say,
“We have given you a mission impos-
sible, and that mission must change.”

We have a moral obligation to leave
Iraq in better shape than we found it,
and that will not be achieved by surg-
ing 21,500 more troops into Baghdad.
The surge will not work, and I oppose
it.

But abandoning Iraq is not a viable
alternative. We must invest in strate-
gies to contain and ultimately reduce
violence there in order to create sta-
bility in Iraq and in the region. That
must now be our focus.

The Iraq Study Group made impor-
tant recommendations to do this, in-
cluding changing the military mission
in Iraq; tying future U.S. support to
measurable progress on national rec-
onciliation; security and governance;
and aggressive diplomatic outreach to
Iraq’s neighbors—including Syria and
Iran. But this administration rejected
them.

Two weeks ago, a Saban Center re-
port by Daniel Byman and Ken Pollack
carefully assessed options to contain
the spillover from an Iraqi civil war.
They include not trying to pick win-
ners between the Sunnis and Shia; pull-
ing back from population centers; pro-
viding support for Iraq’s neighbors; and
laying down ‘‘red lines’ to Iran. All of
these ideas have merit.

Further good ideas come from David
Schaeffer, a former U.S. ambassador-
at-large for war crimes issues, to put
the Iraqi Government on an ‘‘atrocity
watch’ and warn its leaders that they
can be prosecuted for war crimes if eth-
nic cleansing occurs.

Mr. Speaker, the Bush administra-
tion has made calamitous mistakes in
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prosecuting this war. The surge, I fear,
is yet another one. With this resolu-
tion, Congress starts action to force a
change in strategy and to bring that
soldier in downtown Baghdad and his
comrades home safely—and soon

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5% minutes to the
Representative from Virginia, THELMA
DRAKE, who represents Norfolk and
America’s Navy.

Mrs. DRAKE. Thank you, Congress-
man JOHNSON, for your service to our
Nation.

Mr. Speaker, the past few years have
been increasingly difficult ones for the
American people, for our military fam-
ilies, and, most importantly, for our
servicemembers in harm’s way.

Our troops have done everything that
has been asked of them, and more.
Their sacrifices are unimaginable to
many of us here on this floor. Through
it all, the only thing that they have
asked is for our support through our
words, through our prayers, and, most
importantly, through our actions.

During my two visits to Iraq, the
question that I encountered from
servicemembers was, What are they
saying back home? They watch C-
SPAN, and I know with certainty that
they are watching us right now.

The resolution that we are discussing
today is nonbinding and, therefore,
merely symbolic within the Beltway.
The driving force behind it has more to
do with the situation in Washington
than it does the situation in Baghdad.
Yet, half a world away this resolution
will have demoralizing effects for those
men and women who we have asked to
g0 into battle.

It is important for the American peo-
ple watching this debate to know that
this plan is currently under way.

The Second Brigade of the 82nd Air-
borne Division moved into Baghdad
nearly a month ago.
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The Fourth Brigade of the First In-
fantry Division 1is deploying this
month, with three more brigades set to
arrive soon. That means that we are
not here today to discuss whether or
not the troops will go, we are dis-
cussing what message the troops will
hear from us when they get there.

Like many of my colleagues, I am
concerned about the current situation
in Iraq. Last April, I witnessed the
election of the Iraqi Prime Minister.
Since that time, the Iraqis have failed
to make acceptable progress, stabi-
lizing their nation, and strengthening
their democratic institutions.

Many of us have concerns about the
plan. Will Prime Minister Maliki live
up to the commitments that he made
in November? Does this plan get the
most out of the 21 trained and equipped
Iraqi battalions deployed outside of
Baghdad? These are reasonable ques-
tions, and ones I believe that are with-
in the scope of Congress to discuss and
resolve.

I appreciate debate, and the Amer-
ican people appreciate debate. But it is
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important to remember that the Amer-
ican people have sent us here to solve
problems. Unfortunately, this resolu-
tion makes no attempt to solve the
problems in Iraq.

If Congress believes that the Presi-
dent’s plan can be improved on, then
Congress has the responsibility to work
with the Commander in Chief to ensure
that the Iraqis are meeting stringent
benchmarks and are living up to their
commitments. This resolution is best
defined by what it lacks. This resolu-
tion fails to include the proposal for a
bipartisan panel tasked with outlining
rigorous benchmarks and making sure
they are met so that our troops may
return home in victory.

This resolution fails to specifically
protect the funding that our troops
need to execute the mission. This reso-
lution fails to condemn the terrorists
and insurgents who target both our
troops and Iraqis, and, most impor-
tantly, it fails to reiterate that victory
should always be the goal.

We were told this week would provide
an opportunity for every Member to go
on the record, yet the majority has not
allowed a Republican alternative that
would protect funding for the troops.
How do the American people know
where their Representatives in Wash-
ington stand on funding for our troops
when the majority will not allow that
to be?

The American people are anxious,
but they want progress, not defeat.
They want to see their elected officials
working together to ensure success on
behalf of our troops. Simply inserting a
sentence, saying you support the
troops, is not enough when your ac-
tions say otherwise. The consequences
of retreat would be dire. This is under-
stood by our allies as well as our re-
gional partners who have spoken up
against withdrawal.

According to the Iraq National Intel-
ligence Estimate, it would result in an
immediate increase in sectarian vio-
lence and genocide and has the poten-
tial to destabilize the entire region.
For decades, the instability in the Mid-
dle East has repeatedly resulted in the
deaths of American citizens and
servicemembers, in places as far apart
as Beirut and Yemen, New York City,
and the Pentagon.

A retreat at this point in time could,
down the road, necessitate our troops
returning to an Iraq that is much more
dangerous than the one they left. I
truly believe that the United States
has the most formidable military in
the world, not solely because of our
technological and tactical advantages,
but because our men and women in uni-
form fight in the name of a free and
Democratic people. They fight on be-
half of freedom for all, knowing they
have the full support and confidence of
the American people.

When we take that support away, we
strip our troops of the greatest weapon
in the fight against tyranny. I ask my
colleagues not to vote for this resolu-
tion, but to once again work together.
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Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, the American people are indeed
looking at this debate. They want to
know where their Members stand, sim-
ply whether they support the troops
and their position with the President
and his escalation, and we had the op-
portunity for every Member to speak
out on that. That is what this House is
all about. We are doing our jobs. It is
just the first step in many steps

As a result, the American people
also, I am sure, will want to hear the
distinguished gentleman from the
State of Pennsylvania, the Honorable
MIKE DOYLE, who is the vice chair of
the Telecommunications and Internet
Subcommittee of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PAS-
TOR). The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOYLE. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker, as someone who has op-
posed this misguided version from the
war on terror from the very beginning,
I believe it is way past time for our
country to take stock of where we have
been, where we are, and where we are
going in Iraq. I think it is important to
remember how we got there.

President Bush told Congress and the
American people that Saddam had
weapons of mass destruction and was
an imminent threat to the United
States; that Saddam had ties to al
Qaeda and the 9/11 attackers; that the
invasion, occupation, and reconstruc-
tion would cost us nothing; that Iraaqi
oil revenues would cover all the costs.

So where are we today? We Kknow
that Saddam had no weapons of mass
destruction and that he posed no immi-
nent threat to the United States. We
know Saddam had no operational rela-
tionship with al Qaeda. Eighty percent
of the Iraqi people want us to leave
their country. The invasion, occupa-
tion, and reconstruction of Iraq will
cost us at least half a trillion dollars,
not to mention the cost in human lives
and international goodwill.

More than 3,000 American soldiers
are dead, more than 20,000 American
soldiers are wounded. The burden of
the Iraq war is being borne exclusively
by our children and grandchildren who
will bear the debt, and the families of
our military personnel, who, at best,
experience long separations and ter-
rible worry, and, at worst, lose a be-
loved family member forever.

The invasion and occupation of Iraq
has alienated our allies, has called our
credibility into question around the
world. It has soured Middle Eastern at-
titudes about the United States and
Western democracy. Finally, the inva-
sion of Iraq got us into a long-term
bloody occupation of a country with no
significant connection to the war on
terror and diverted critical military
and intelligence resources from the
fight against al Qaeda.

The recently released National Intel-
ligence Estimate concluded that there
is little prospect for political reconcili-
ation in Iraq at this time. So, what
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should the United States do? What does
victory in Irag mean at this point?
Most of us would see victory as any
kind of political settlement that ended
the violence, but the American people
need to hear the truth, and the truth
is, there is no happy ending for Iraq as
long as our presence allows the Maliki
government to avoid making the polit-
ical compromises necessary for peace
in Iraq.

Now, the President has proposed a
significant increase in the numbers of
U.S. troops serving in Iraq. I believe
that Congress should oppose this esca-
lation. I don’t believe it has any real
chance of producing a political solu-
tion in the war in Iraq or even curbing
the violence in Baghdad.

I am not alone in this belief.

General Colin Powell, General George
Casey, General John Abizaid, General
Joseph Hoar, General Barry McCaffrey,
Major General Don Sheppard and Gen-
eral James Conway all question this es-
calation.

Now, many supporters of the Presi-
dent’s Iraq policy ask what those of us
who oppose this military escalation
would support instead. This Member of
Congress believes that the United
States should begin an immediate or-
derly redeployment of our troops out of
Iraq with the goal of completing that
redeployment by the end of the year.

We should lead and enlist the partici-
pation of all neighboring countries in a
massive diplomatic surge to help con-
tain the civil war already underway,
and that diplomatic surge should in-
clude all the countries in the region,
including Iran and Syria. The only way
to bring stability to that region is
through a regional effort.

Our troops have performed with cour-
age, compassion, and professionalism.
They did everything that was asked of
them. Their work in Iraq is done. We
gave the Iraqis their freedom. It is up
to them to decide what they will do
with it.

It is time for the Iraqis to take re-
sponsibility for their own security. It
is time for Iraqis to decide if Shiites,
Sunnis and Kurds wish to share re-
sources, share power, and coexist
peacefully as one country.

America cannot force them to do
this, no matter how long we stay there.
Only the Iraqi people can decide this.

Mr. Speaker, it is time. The Amer-
ican people have known for quite a
while it is time, and I believe this week
that finally the United States Congress
will take the first step to bringing our
troops home by adopting this resolu-
tion

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, at this time I would like to
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
New Mexico, who was a pilot in the
United States Air Force, serving in the
Philippines, received a Distinguished
Flying Cross and an Air Medal before
returning to the United States.

(Mr. PEARCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this stay-the-course reso-
lution, because it is, indeed, a stay the
course. It says, blithely, that we sup-
port the troops, the troops are in Iraq,
they are fighting. We support the fight.

We do not, on the other hand, support
an escalation, which would be another
course of action, nor do we present the
other alternative that says bring them
home. We can bring them home, in-
crease or stay the course, and so this
stay-the-course resolution is one that
is very curious indeed today.

The last two speakers that I have
heard say that there is no good mili-
tary action left. That is a credible
viewpoint. It is one that is expressed,
and yet I ask my friends why did you
not have the courage to simply say, if
there are no goodwill alternatives left
for the military, then bring them
home. That is fair and adequate.

I have also heard that it is a mis-
guided conflict. I have also heard that
our soldiers’ work is done. If their
work is done, please have the courage
to bring them home.

I want to speak today on behalf of
our soldiers, the soldiers of today. I
will do it while remembering the sol-
diers of yesterday. Through no fault of
my own, I served in the Air Force dur-
ing the Vietnam conflict. I say through
no fault of my own, because I was not
a volunteer. I got there because I drew
a very low draft number. As time has
proved, it was going to be the only lot-
tery that I am going to win, but that
lottery gave me a free pilot’s certifi-
cate and sent me to Vietnam to fly in
1971, 1972 and parts of 1973.

I was in Vietnam during the time
that Jane Fonda made her trip to the
North, giving aid and comfort to the
enemy. I was in Vietnam during the
time that there were demonstrations in
the streets back home. I was there dur-
ing the time that our soldiers were
cursed at and spit on. Today, as I beat
around the back dusty roads of New
Mexico, I encounter those same sol-
diers that I encountered back then. For
those soldiers who are my age, who are
on walkers, life has been difficult.

There is a common greeting for sol-
diers of that era. It is welcome home,
brother, or welcome home, sister, be-
cause they were never thanked for
their duty and they were never wel-
comed home with parades with yellow
ribbons. We were snuck back into the
country.

I have brought a couple of photos to
help us remember, to remember the
people who were trying to get out of
Saigon, not just Americans, but those
people who had sided with us. They are
crawling up the ladder trying to get
into the helicopter. The helicopters
proceeded out to carriers, then the hel-
icopters were pushed off the side of the
carriers. This is the way we left Viet-
nam.

I bring this up because I am begin-
ning to see the same thing today. My
colleague yesterday spoke of this reso-
lution and mentioned that the resolu-
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tion was vague, where people of very
different beliefs could believe that it
represented them. If you support the
war, you believe that it supports your
position. If you are opposed, you will
somehow believe that this is the one
step that is going to stop us.

Yet it really does nothing, the vague
language, that clever language points
out, this is not a time for cleverness, it
is a time for decision, because I will be
a constant voice for our soldiers. I read
and I hear the comments today.

I read when Chrissie Hynde says,
“Let’s get rid of all the economic (ex-
pletive) this country represents! Bring
it on. I hope the Muslims win!”’

I hear from the left, William ArkKkin,
“Those soldiers should be grateful that
the American public . . . do still offer
their support to them, and their re-
spect . . .

“So we pay the soldiers a decent
wage, take care of their families, pro-
vide them with housing and medical
care and vast social support systems
and ship obscene amenities into the
war zone for them, we support them in
every possible way, and their attitude
is that we should in addition roll over
and play dead.”
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Our friends on the other side of the
aisle, I do not discount their intent,
but I know what they are trying to do.
They are doing the same thing that
was done in Vietnam: they are trying
to feed that hungry tiger that lives on
the left, that hates the American way
of life, that hates the American mili-
tary, that will do anything to dis-
credit, disrespect, and discount the
service of our soldiers.

My friends, you will not be able to
appease the left with this toothless res-
olution that you are presenting. You
know that your own Members, some of
your Members, have called for
defunding; but defunding is going to
allow the exit that looks like this, and
it is going to allow the mass catas-
trophe, the mass Kkillings that are
going to occur, and that is all part of
the problem.

But before you allow your friends,
who would never vote for me, who dis-
respect our soldiers so much, before
you empower them and before you en-
courage them, I would recommend that
you think carefully about just cleanly
bringing our soldiers home.

If you are going to do nothing in the
resolution, you have an obligation to
do no harm. This resolution does no
harm. This resolution empowers our
enemy, encourages our enemy, and en-
courages people who are going to dis-
respect our soldiers. I recommend a
vote against the resolution.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I know of no one in this House,
whether you be to the left or to the
right, who does not believe in our
troops and our soldiers, who does not
respect them and honor them. In fact,
I think that by having every Member
have the opportunity to speak on this
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floor to talk about their patriotism is
exactly what is supposed to happen in
the people’s House.

With that, I am proud to yield 5%
minutes to a man who was one of the
leaders in opposition to giving the
President the authority to unilaterally
go into Iraq, a man who is steady and
effective on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Texas, the
Honorable LLOYD DOGGETT

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank the gen-
tleman.

This debate is late, very late, thou-
sands of deaths too late. This esca-
lation scheme is an unmitigated dis-
aster.

President Bush seems determined to
continue to make the same old mis-
takes, just make them a little bit big-
ger; defying sound military judgement;
defying the Iraq Study Group; defying
the wishes of our allies and the Iraqis
themselves; and, most particularly,
defying the will of the American peo-
ple.

This President continues to pursue a
go-it-alone strategy in Iraq. Like most
every problem that he has created, and
there are many, he seeks only to pass
it along to his successor, who we will
elect next year—pass along in this case
what is no doubt the most colossal for-
eign policy failure in American his-
tory.

The administration’s top budget offi-
cial told me in a hearing just last week
that ‘‘the best minds in the Pentagon”
see no need to fund this escalation,
which has not yet really begun, for
more than another seven months. In
truth, our military has been so over-
stretched that it cannot sustain a pro-
longed escalation, even when it un-
fairly recalls inadequately supplied
troops for a second, third, and fourth
tour of duty. Little wonder that the
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Gates, admit-
ted last week that he is already look-
ing for another plan after this esca-
lation falls short.

This week, this House, we say ‘‘stop
the increase.” And next, we must begin
the decrease with a phased withdrawal
from Iraq. We should not act precipi-
tously, but we must move very expedi-
tiously to extract our troops from the
crossfire of the warring factions in this
civil war quagmire.

To our troops, whose courage we
honor today in this very resolution, we
say to you, those of who you who are
out there on the front lines today, we
will do everything we can to protect
you; but we will also be working as
hard as we can to bring you home safe-
ly to your families sooner rather than
later.

There is a better way to show support
for our troops than just sending more
of them to be killed. There is a better
way than continuing to give this Presi-
dent a blank check for war funding.
Unless we move forward to place firm
limitations on the appropriations, we
will leave this war-making President
constrained only by DICK CHENEY’S
imagination.
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The words of our adversaries in this
debate have often been very short, but
their true conflict is not really with us;
it is with reality. They are in a losing
war with the truth. Iraq has never been
the central front in the war on ter-
rorism. Like the alleged connection be-
tween 9/11 and Iraq, like the claim that
Saddam’s nuclear mushroom cloud was
looming just over the horizon, this
charge is but another falsehood foisted
off on the gullible.

The central front on the war on ter-
rorism was largely abandoned by Presi-
dent Bush in his ideological rush to in-
vade Iraq. Vital resources and expertise
that were needed to capture Osama bin
Laden and the terrorists who caused 9/
11 were cut in Afghanistan when Presi-
dent Bush ran into Iraq. The real war
on terrorism suffered a major setback
from which today it has still never re-
covered. That is the only ‘“‘cut and run”
that now endangers our families. Nor
does this debate in the people’s House
embolden the enemies of democracy
when we exercise democracy here in
America.

To me, the terrorists seem mighty
emboldened with their daily death and
destruction that they wreaked across
the Middle East long before anyone
ever conceived this resolution. Frank-
ly, it is the administration that is the
terrorists’ top recruiter.

As we predicted at the outset, this
war is creating new generations of ter-
rorists who view it as a war against all
Islam. We cannot kill our enemies fast
enough with the current policies cre-
ating more of them every day.

And now this President is stoking
the flames of war with Iran. Ironically,
that is the only country in the world to
have directly benefited from his at-
tacking Iraq. Widening the war to Iran
with the macho slogan that ‘“‘boys go to
Baghdad, but real men go to Tehran”
risks an even wider, even more
destabling debacle that can eventually
involve our families in a third world
war.

Having failed entirely to learn any
lessons from Vietnam, this administra-
tion seems to already have forgotten
our experience in Iraq. Some here who
profess to be conservative have been
very liberal with billions of misspent
taxpayers’ dollars and very liberal with
the blood of others in the sand of Iraq.

President Bush was absolutely cor-
rect when he personally declared his
war in Iraq to be a ‘‘catastrophic suc-
cess.” He has certainly been successful
at creating one catastrophe after an-
other in Iraq.

Our Nation is great enough with suf-
ficient resources and creativity to
change course, but each day we delay
we sink further into a quagmire from
which fewer and fewer choices remain.
We must step back from the abyss

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield now 5 minutes to a longstanding
member of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee and presently a member of the
Ways and Means Committee, the gen-
tlewoman from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY).
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Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, almost
4 years ago our brave men and women
in uniform defeated the armed forces of
a brutal tyrant, and he has been
brought to justice.

In the years since Saddam’s fall, our
troops have won thousands of battles,
taken numerable objectives, built
schools and utility systems, and pro-
vided all types of humanitarian relief
in countless villages, towns, and cities
ravaged by sectarian violence. But now
our fighting men and women are thrust
into a civil war that pits religious and
ethnic factions against each other.
Lurking amid Iraq’s civilian popu-
lation, they mercilessly kill their fel-
low Iraqis.

These fanatical Kkillers plant thou-
sands of explosive devices and crouch
in thousands of ambush positions to at-
tack our troops, who seek to replace
senseless sectarian violence with a
measure of stability so that the dys-
functional and deceitful Maliki govern-
ment can survive. To fight and die in
the middle of an Iraqi civil war fueled
by centuries-old religious hatred is not
why we sent our troops into harm’s
way.

Our troops have stepped up for 4
years. They have paid the price in
blood. Now is the time for Iraqi au-
thorities to step up. If they are ever to
do so, it will be only after they under-
stand that it will be their blood, not
the blood of young Americans, that
will be shed to stop the horrific sec-
tarian violence that is tearing Iraq
apart.

Throwing 20,000 additional Americans
into the carnage of a Sunni-Shiite civil
war can only allow the Iraqi Govern-
ment to continue to shirk its responsi-
bility for the security of its own peo-
ple, as they continue to use our troops
to eliminate their adversaries rather
than sitting down and negotiating with
them to share power and oil revenue.

After the election, the President said
he heard the concerns of the American
people and he promised a new plan for
victory, but what he has proposed is
merely a continuation of the same
failed policy. Sending 20,000 more
American troops to Iraq will do noth-
ing to further the cause of victory. It
will only prolong the agony.

Our mission in Iraq remains depend-
ent on a viable Iraqi Government with
both the ability and the will to con-
front the extremists that are tearing
that country apart. The Maliki govern-
ment has demonstrated neither the
ability nor the will to take the action
necessary to bring an end to this sec-
tarian bloodshed.

The Members of his government at
the highest levels and Maliki’s strong-
est supporters are using their office to
aid the insurgents and are directly in-
volved in the sectarian violence grip-
ping and destroying Iraq and Killing
our troops.

At a time when we should be doing
everything we can to promote diplo-
macy in the Middle East, our attention
to resources have instead been focused
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on a civil war in Iraq which threatens
to envelop the surrounding nations and
further inflame the region.

The effect of this open-ended conflict
on our military preparedness cannot be
overstated. We have zero active duty or
Reserve brigades in the United States
that are combat-ready. One quarter of
our troops deployed in Iraq are Na-
tional Guard and Reserves. Our Guard
units are stretched so thin, only 30 per-
cent of their essential equipment re-
mains. These units are the ones we de-
pend on in case of domestic emergency.
By further extending our commitment
in Iraq, we are compromising our safe-
ty here at home.

In my home State of Nevada, one-
third of our Guardsmen have served in
Iraq, and with this surge they will face
the possibility of further tours and ex-
tended time away from their families.

I commend our troops for their brav-
ery in carrying out their mission. They
have not let us down; we have let them
down. We cannot ask them to continue
their sacrifice while we wait for the
Iraqi Government to step up.

I remain opposed to a fixed timetable
for the withdrawal of U.S. troops from
Iraq, and I realize the grave con-
sequences we face if our mission fails.
But that does not mean that I will give
a blank check to the President for a
surge when he has not given us a clear
understanding of why such an increase
is needed or how it will help us suc-
ceed.

President Bush has yet to put forth a
strategy that outlines where we are
going, how we are going to get there,
how long is it going to take, how much
is it going to cost, and at what sac-
rifice to the American people. He must
define the meaning of victory before it
is too late. ‘‘Mission accomplished.”
“Bring them on.” ‘“Stay the course.”
And ‘“‘we will stand down when the
Iraqis stand up.” Our campaign slogan
is not ‘‘thoughtful strategies for vic-
tory.”

The President has failed to make the
case for sending 20,000 more U.S. troops
into a civil war with an open-ended
mission and a bull’s-eye on their back.
I say yes and thank you to our troops,
and I say no to the surge. I ask my col-
leagues to join me in doing the same
for the good of our families, our mili-
tary and our Nation.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to recognize Mr.
PAUL GILLMOR, who is a United States
Air Force veteran. And he was a judge
advocate, so he knows some of the
legal problems involved in this thing. I
would like to yield him 5 minutes.

(Mr. GILLMOR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILLMOR. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas, who is a real Amer-
ican hero, for yielding me the time.
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Mr. Speaker, the resolution we are
considering does not do a single thing
to help our troops or to achieve the
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goals of America, our allies or the Iraqi
people.

Congress is spending an entire week
on a nonbinding resolution that, even
if it passes, will not change the course
of action in Iraq. Our time could have
been spent much better debating real
issues, such as how to most effectively
win the war that terrorists are waging
on us.

Now, personally, I am skeptical that
an increase of 20,000 troops will make
the difference and that it will stabilize
Baghdad and Iraq. But, for me, the
question is, to whom should we listen
regarding operational decisions in
Iraq? Should we listen to the rec-
ommendations of the U.S. military or
to the politicians in Washington?

And as an Air Force veteran, I think
we should accept the recommendations
of our military. And in that respect, 2
weeks ago the General in command of
ground forces in Baghdad said, and I
quote, “By bringing more troops in, it
provides us the opportunity to work
with them, to provide more time to de-
feat this threat, which is both an al
Qaeda threat as well as sectarian vio-
lence.”

I have visited in Germany in the
medical facilities with our wounded
troops from Iraq. A member of my fam-
ily served a year in a combat zone in
Baghdad, and I am incredibly proud of
our men and women in the military.
They are talented. They are dedicated.
They are professional and they are the
best in the world. And we owe them a
tremendous debt of gratitude.

Now, even though it is nonbinding,
there is, I think, a large omission in
this resolution. While it does com-
pliment the actions of our military
men and women, nowhere does it com-
mit to continue providing funding for
troops in the field. And at a time when
some in this town are talking about
cutting off funding for our troops, I
think we should commit to providing
full funding for our Armed Forces as
long as they are in the field.

Now, there is no guarantee that this
troop buildup will be successful, or
that the Iraqis will succeed in finally
taking over the security situation in a
responsible way. But what we do know
is, at this point there is not a better
plan proposed which has a chance of
victory. And we also know that failure
in Iraq threatens the security of the
United States, the security of the Mid-
dle East, and, in fact, the whole world.

Early last year I had the privilege of
leading a delegation to Asia, where we
met with the Prime Ministers of India,
of Thailand and Singapore. And those
are all countries that are now and have
been under terrorist attack. All of
them agreed with the need to cooperate
for security purposes, and with the im-
portance of winning the war against
terrorism in Iraq because of the con-
sequences of not winning would have
on the rest of the world.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution has two
purposes. First, it rejects the only plan
which has been suggested by military
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leaders with a chance of success in
Iraq. Second, it begins this Congress
down a path which ends with cutting
off funding for our troops and aban-
doning our foreign policy because of
failed congressional fortitude. I am op-
posed to the resolution and opposed to
our micromanaging of the war on ter-
ror.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to a member
of the Ways and Means Committee, as
well as the Judiciary Committee, the
distinguished gentleman from Ala-
bama, ARTUR DAVIS.

Mr. DAVIS of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
approximately 24 hours from now, this
House will bring this debate to a con-
clusion and it will vote. And the vote,
based on everything we expect, will be
an overwhelming one. It will include
people from the left of this House, the
right of this House, it will include peo-
ple from both political parties. It will
include people who supported this war
and who believed in it 5 years ago, and
it will include those who have ques-
tioned it from its inception.

And there is a reason for this con-
sensus, Mr. Speaker. There is broad
agreement on several things in this
House. There is broad agreement that
we have been caught in the cross-hairs
of a civil war between two sets of rad-
ical Islamist fundamentalists, neither
of which shares our values.

There is broad agreement in this
House that the human and material
cost of this effort has gone too high,
and there is broad agreement in this
House that the moral obligation is not
to put 21,000 more soldiers into harm’s
way; but to do the opposite, to begin
the process of pulling our men and
women out of this cauldron that is now
Iraq.

And there is broad agreement on one
other point, Mr. Speaker. It is this:
that the President of the United States
is wrong to say that it doesn’t matter
to him what this Congress thinks, or
what this country thinks.

I am reminded, Mr. Speaker, I am
one of the younger Members of this
House, I was in college a little more re-
cently than some of my colleagues.

I had a very esteemed professor back
in the 1980s named Richard Newstadt
who wrote about the American Presi-
dency for a number of years. And one
night he invited all the freshmen in the
class to come over and to have a dia-
logue with him about the future of the
Presidency. And a number of us said to
him, Mr. Newstadt, what do you fear
about the Presidency of the United
States? And it is interesting what he
said, and it is relevant today. He said,
I don’t fear that someone corrupt will
become President one day. I don’t fear
that someone incompetent will become
President. There are too many guard-
rails built in the system. The process is
too exacting for that to happen. But
what I fear, he said, is that one day
someone will come in that office who is
absolutely convinced he is right about
something on which he is absolutely
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wrong. And he said this: that if the
country is frightened enough, if we are
in enough danger, that enough people
may think that what is rigid is what is
strong.

Ladies and gentlemen, Mr. Speaker,
several of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have said that this res-
olution carries no weight, no legal or
moral force. I will tell you the weight
that this carries, my friends. Twenty-
four hours from now, 65 percent of the
Members of this Chamber will send a
signal to the American people that we
have heard their voices. That is a pow-
erful thing when I think of all the peo-
ple in this country who sent a clear
signal, last November 7, that they were
not heard.

And I end with this point. A number
of my colleagues in this debate, our ad-
versaries in this debate have said that
there is a group in Washington. There
is a group of people on the left. Some of
you have said there is a group on the
other side of the aisle who want to
defund, or who don’t somehow have the
strength, the fiber, to support our
troops.

I remind you, my friends, your dis-
agreement is not with the Democratic
Caucus. It is not even with the 50 or so
in your ranks who will vote for this
resolution. It is a disagreement with
the 65 percent of this country. It is a
disagreement with the people in my
very conservative State of Alabama, 60
percent of whom now think this war is
wrong and who say to me, Mr. DAVIS,
why on Earth have we taken sides in a
battle between radical Islamic fun-
damentalists? Why is a blood feud be-
tween Shiia and Sunni worth the spill-
ing of American blood?

They are the ones you are saying are
wrong. They are the ones you are say-
ing lack strength.

So, Mr. Speaker, I simply end by
thanking my colleagues who had the
good judgment to be right about the fu-
tility of this war from the outset, by
thanking the colleagues who were
wrong 5 years ago and are right today,
and by asking one last thing.

The President of the United States,
who brags that he has watched none of
this debate, if he could only hear just
one plea from debate, that he listen to
some fact, some evidence, because, Mr.
Speaker, this is the problem that we
face with this President. No set of
facts, no set of truths can tell him that
he is wrong. Tomorrow this Chamber
will tell him so

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to yield 5 min-
utes to DAVE CAMP, a fellow Member of
Congress from Michigan, and a fellow
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, one of the ranking members.

Mr. CAMP of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank the distinguished gen-
tleman for yielding, and I want to
thank him also for his distinguished
service in the United States Congress,
the United States Air Force, seven of
those as a prisoner of war.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to this nonbinding resolution. And
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I share with my colleagues, our serv-
icemen and women and their families,
the wish that this war was over and
won. It is not, and the resolution be-
fore us today does nothing to resolve
this conflict, does nothing to reduce
the loss of American life, does nothing
to stabilize Iraq and does nothing to
advance our security.

I would like to use my time today to
relate some of the comments that I
have received from my constituents in
the Fourth District of Michigan. From
Big Rapids: ‘““The Congressmen and
women who are opposed to these plans
should come up with better solutions!
Don’t penalize our military men and
women by making politics a part of
their safety and well-being!”’

From my hometown of Midland:
“Please stop playing politics with our
lives and the lives of young people who
are defending our country.”’

From Alma: “I am sick of the par-
tisan politics. We went into Iraq
united, but we have let politics divide
us. It is time to realize some things are
bigger than the political parties!”

Friends, we may often disagree. But
the facts are, regardless of how it
began, and irrespective of the benefit
of hindsight, we are at war and Iraq is
the central battleground.

Islamic extremists are waging a jihad
against us, and they are struggling to
make Iraq a base camp. Our focus must
be on winning; and, disturbingly, I see
no mention of winning, succeeding, or
victory in this resolution. That in
itself is telling of just how the other
side perceives this conflict: not in
terms of defeating an enemy of Amer-
ica, but in terms of defeating a polit-
ical foe.

Our troops deserve better. The Amer-
ican people demand more from their
leaders.

Again, in the words of one of my con-
stituents from Bannister: ‘I hope Con-
gress is tough enough to do what
works, not just what is politically cor-
rect. We need to move carefully and de-
liberately, showing a united front, or
we are again going to be the victims of
some outrageous terrorist attack.”

Sadly, the new majority does not
seem to understand what so many
Americans readily grasp. “‘If you sup-
port the troops, you must support the
mission or you send the wrong message
to the enemy,” as it was so aptly put
by a constituent from Ashley.

From Farwell: ‘“‘Congress needs to
get behind the President and help, not
hurt, the morale of the soldiers that
are fighting. They believe in their mis-
sion!”

And I believe in them, which is why
I cannot and will not support this reso-
lution.

As I conclude my remarks, I want to
leave you with two comments. The
first is from Traverse City: ‘“We should
all pull together and get the job done.”

And the second, from an airman from
Corunna: ‘“‘Thank you for the much
needed support of me and my fellow
airmen.”
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I hope that once we dispose of this
nonbinding resolution, our focus turns
to supporting our servicemen and
women, making America more secure
and achieving the victory our military
personnel are putting their lives on the
line for.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, at
this time I yield 5 minutes to the
chairman of the Energy and Water Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, the distin-
guished gentleman from Indiana, Rep-
resentative PETER VISCLOSKY.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of this resolution and
express my profound disapproval of
President Bush’s decision to increase
our troop levels in Iraq.

Late last year the President had an
opportunity to create a new strategy.
The voice of the American people was
heard at this past election. The voice
of the Iraq Study Group gave the Presi-
dent a bipartisan plan to draw down
our troops. New leadership at the Pen-
tagon also could have been a voice of
change of strategy. But President Bush
did not listen to any of these voices. He
decided to escalate our troop levels in
Iraq. No time frame, no measurable
benchmarks, no end.

Mr. Speaker, if President Bush choos-
es an erroneous path, then it is our
constitutional responsibility to show
the way.

I have the deepest respect and grati-
tude for our women and men in uni-
form. I honor their commitment, their
courage and their sacrifice.
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Our troops have done everything we
have asked them to do. They over-
whelmed the old Iraqi Government and
captured Saddam Hussein. They pro-
vided security while Iraq formed its
provisional government, approved a
constitution, and elected a permanent
government.

Nine individuals from the First Con-
gressional District of Indiana have al-
ready given their lives and made the
supreme sacrifice for our Nation. These
brave men and women will always be
remembered: Sergeant Jeanette Win-
ters; Specialist Gregory Sanders; Ser-
geant Duane Rios; Specialist Roy
Buckley; Private First Class John
Amos, II; Private Luis Perez; Private
First Class Nathan Stahl; Corporal
Bryan Wilson; Private First Class Ste-
ven Sirko; Specialist Nicholas Idalski;
Specialist Adam Harting; and Staff
Sergeant Jonathan Rojas.

I am so proud of the dedication and
service of the people of my State in the
United States military. We owe them a
commitment equal to their courage.
We owe them the courage to act on our
conviction.

With the passage of 4 years and the
loss of over 3,000 brave Americans and
countless others who have been perma-
nently injured, I regret to recall that
we were told we needed to invade Iraq
because Saddam Hussein possessed ma-
terials for weapons of mass destruc-
tion. None could be found. I regret that
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the President felt compelled to justify
the invasion by claiming a connection
between al Qaeda and Saddam Hussein
when the 9/11 Commission found this
was simply not true.

Our situation in Iraq has redirected
our Nation from its true mission. The
war in Iraq has diverted our attention
from the global war on terror. We need
to reconstitute our Armed Forces. We
also need a strategic redeployment of
our forces that will give us the ability
to focus our efforts directly on the
global terror networks that target in-
nocent people around the world.

I voted against the authorization of
the Iraq invasion in 2003. There was no
plan or exit strategy then, and there
are clearly no good options now. Yet
the Iraq Study Group provided a bipar-
tisan perspective on some changes in
strategy. They called for a drawdown
of troops and for intensive diplomatic
efforts to resolve the sectarian vio-
lence there. We need to listen to their
recommendations.

Mr. Speaker, it is not too late to
change our strategy, and the first step
along the new way is to prevent the
President’s escalation of this war. It is
time to obligate the Iraqi Government
to assume the full burden and con-
sequences of governing their country.
We need to listen to the majority of
the American people. We need to listen
to reasoned voices such as the Iraq
Study Group. The time to pursue a new
course is now. I support our troops, and
that is why I support this resolution.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to yield 5% min-
utes to the great Congressman from
the State of Minnesota, an ex-Marine,
JOHN KLINE.

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding.
I will overlook the ‘‘ex-Marine’’ slight.
Never an ex-Marine; always a Marine.

It is a tremendous honor for me
today to even be on the same floor as
this great American here. We heard
earlier today the hardship of some of
our servicemen and -women missing a
holiday with their families, and I know
in my 25 years in the Marines I missed
a number of those. But there is nobody
who has missed more holidays with his
family than this great American next
to me.

We have heard a lot of speeches dur-
ing this so-called debate. I am not sure
how much real debate there is, but cer-
tainly a lot of speeches. Some of them
have been very eloquent. I think of Mr.
MCcHUGH the other night giving one of
the best speeches I have ever heard on
the floor of this House. Some of them
have been partisan. Some of them have
been shrill. Some persuasive; some not.
We have heard a number of opinions ex-
pressed, and it reminds me a week or so
ago we had a hearing in the Armed
Services Committee and we had three
experts, Ph.D.s all of them, experts in
the field of international relations and
military operations.

One of them, the former Secretary of
Defense under President Clinton, and it
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turns out that at the end of the hear-
ing, each of the three of them had a dif-
ferent idea about what we ought to do.
None of them supported what the
President had been doing. One of them
sort of supported what the President
was doing. But each of them had dif-
ferent ideas. They had an opinion, ar-
guably an informed opinion, but an
opinion nevertheless.

And on this floor we have heard more
opinions. We have heard people say, I
don’t agree with this; I think this is a
bad idea; or I think this is a good idea.
We have heard some people say I have
a better idea; or I am a member of a
caucus who has a better idea; or I pro-
pose this; or I think that. And it kind
of reminds me why it is a very bad idea
to conduct a war by committee. But 1
fully acknowledge that people are al-
lowed to have opinions and certainly
every Member of this body can have an
opinion.

I remember the principal author of
this resolution before us, the distin-
guished chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, stood up on the other
side of the aisle here on the first day of
this debate and he said, ‘‘Everybody is
entitled to their own opinions but not
to their own facts.” So I would just
like to take a little bit of my remain-
ing time here to talk about some of the
claims and some of the facts that have
been brought forward in this debate.

One of the proponents said the new
plan ‘‘ignores the recommendations of
the military commanders on the
ground.” How many times have we
heard that in these two days? Well,
what is the truth? General Petraeus,
the new commander of the multi-
national force in Iraq, confirmed by the
Senate with no dissenting votes, said:
“If we are to carry out the multi-
national force-Iraqg mission in accord-
ance with the new strategy, the addi-
tional forces that have been directed to
move to Iraq will be essential . . .’ He
said that last month.

General Odierno, a new U.S. com-
mander, Corps commander, says: ‘‘This
is about Iraqis taking charge of their
own security. In order for them to do
that, we have to buy them time to con-
tinue to train and for the government
to become more legitimate to the eyes
of the Iraqi people. They are doing that
by moving forward. By bringing more
troops in, it provides us the oppor-
tunity to work with them, to provide
more time, and defeat this threat,
which is both al Qaeda threat as well
as sectarian violence.”

Even General Casey last month said
he thought we needed more troops.

Another claim has been by one of our
colleagues: ‘“‘Prime Minister al-Maliki
has indicated in virtually every way he
can that he too opposes the surge.”
And yet on January 13, Prime Minister
Maliki said: ‘“The strategic plan an-
nounced by U.S. President George W.
Bush represents the common vision
and mutual understanding between the
Iraqi Government and the U.S. Admin-
istration’’?
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I have more examples here, but one
that we have heard over and over and
over again in various forms was stated
by one of our colleagues yesterday say-
ing: ‘“‘Our President, again, is ignoring

members of the bipartisan Iraq
Study Group who opposed this esca-
lation.”

This is the book. I commend it to
every American.

I would like to quote now from my
dear, dear long-time friend and hunting
partner, the former Secretary of State,
James A. Baker III, who said on Janu-
ary 30 of this year: “This is the lan-
guage and all of the language of the re-
port with respect to a surge: ‘We could,
however, support a short-term rede-
ployment or surge of American combat
forces to stabilize Baghdad or to speed
up the training and equipping mission
if the U.S. commander in Iraq deter-
mines that such steps would be effec-
tive.” The only two conditions are
‘short term’ and ‘the commander in
Iraq determines it would be effective.’”

Both of these conditions have been
met.

There have been many claims of fact
which I have some counterarguments
with.

I would just say to all of my col-
leagues that I would concur with
Chairman SKELTON that we are entitled
to our own opinion. We can certainly
express it. But we are not, in fact, enti-
tled to our own facts. So let’s stick to
the facts.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield at this time 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Science
Committee, Representative BART GOR-
DON of Tennessee.

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. I thank
my friend for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, as I have watched this
healthy debate over the last 2 days, I
keep thinking about an e-mail that I
received from a lady in Springfield,
Tennessee. You would never accuse
this woman of not supporting the
troops because her husband was a sol-
dier serving in Iraq. He was a month
from returning home to his wife and
his two daughters, but he was ordered
to stay in Iraq for another 6 months be-
cause our troops are spread so thin. He
hasn’t been home since October of 2005.
These are the words that she wrote to
me: “Mr. Gordon, we need to help other
countries, but there are already 3,000
families in America whose lives will
never be the same. I want, need, and
would love to see my husband again.”

Mr. Speaker, this lady supports the
troops. I support the troops in Iraq, and
I believe everyone in this Chamber sup-
ports our troops. They perform their
missions with bravery and honor, and I
commend them for the job they are
doing. But I am unconvinced that de-
ploying more troops and spending more
money is the right strategy. And I am
not the only one. General Colin Powell
said in December: ‘I am not persuaded
that another surge of troops into Bagh-
dad for purposes of suppressing this
civil war will work.”
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General George Casey, the former
commander of U.S. forces in Iraq, said
last month: “It’s always been my view
that a heavy and sustained American
military presence was not going to
solve the problem in Iraq . . . ”’

In December it was reported that the
Joint Chiefs of Staff unanimously dis-
agreed with the concept of troop esca-
lation.

General Colin Powell, General George
Casey, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
these are men who support the troops.
Yet these American generals, the Iraqi
Study Group, and the Iraqi Prime Min-
ister have all opposed this troop surge.

We have had four other surges since
we first went to Iraq. None produced a
lasting change on the ground. In Octo-
ber more combat troops were sent into
Baghdad to fight the growing violence
there. Unfortunately, the sectarian vi-
olence has only grown worse. Many
have endured great sacrifices in the 4
years this war has been waged. More
than 3,000 Americans have lost their
lives; 23,000 more have been wounded.
We have spent more than $350 billion
with many billions more to go. We
have been in Iraq longer than we were
involved in World War II. And there is
no end in sight.

For 1,300 years Sunnis have been
fighting Shias. Now is the time for the
Iraqis to take more responsibility for
securing the peace in their own nation.
No one has offered any evidence that
20,000 more American troops would
change the direction of a 4-year-old
war or 1,300 years of history.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is
now my pleasure to yield for the pur-
pose of making a unanimous-consent
request to the distinguished Congress-
woman from the U.S. territory of
Guam, MADELEINE BORDALLO.

(Ms. BORDALLO asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H. Con. Res. 63.

| rise today to acknowledge and honor the
service and sacrifice made by military and ci-
vilian personnel who have served and who are
serving today in Iraq, Afghanistan, on the Horn
of Africa, and elsewhere around the world in
defense of the national security of the United
States. These individuals, and their families
who support them from home, are to be com-
mended for their dedication to our country.

| represent the island of Guam. Sons and
daughters of Guam, and those from our neigh-
boring islands in the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, Micronesia, Palau,
and the Marshalls, serve proudly in the United
States Armed Forces. These individuals serve
at a critical point in our country’s history and
we are grateful for their dedication to their
mission and their commitment to ensuring our
freedom.

| have been able to visit on eight occasions
with our servicemembers deployed in Iraq, Af-
ghanistan, and the Horn of Africa to see first
hand their living conditions, learn about their
missions, and gain a better understanding of
the challenges that confront them. All of us on
Guam are immensely proud of our men and
women from Guam who serve our Nation. |
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have heard their stories and have been hum-
bled by their struggles, their heartbreaking
loss, and their inspiring instances of achieve-
ment. | have come away from each of these
visits with profound gratitude for their sac-
rifices and their professionalism.

Serving in defense of the United States
does not come without heartache and sac-
rifice. Eighteen servicemembers from Guam
and our neighboring islands in the Pacific,
Saipan, Pohnpei, and Palau, are among the
more than 3,000 reported by the Department
of Defense to have made the ultimate sacrifice
in the Global War on Terror. Our island com-
munities united to mourn the passing of each
one of our sons and daughters, as we mourn
the loss of all servicemembers. We will con-
tinue to provide support to grieving families
who suffer the burden of these losses. Every
American owes a debt of gratitude—albeit an
un-payable one—to our fallen and injured
servicemembers and their families.

The year 2007 also will be witness to more
tours of duty in Irag, Afghanistan and the Horn
of Africa for our active duty, Guard and Re-
serve servicemen and women. For some it will
be their second, third, and fourth tours of duty
in those theaters of operations. This is a lot to
ask even of the world’s finest fighting men and
women. They serve proudly and their morale
remains high and their fighting spirits remain
strong. God bless their families and friends
who remain behind supportive and proud of
their loved ones.

We owe our servicemembers and their fami-
lies our best efforts toward helping our Armed
Forces achieve an expeditious and honorable
completion to Operation Iraqi Freedom. This
should be a primary goal for all of us. But the
situation in Iraq will not yield a solution easily.
Nevertheless, the President, in consultation
with this Congress, must endeavor to find one.
And it is for this reason that | introduced H.R.
744, the Iraq Policy Revitalization and Con-
gressional Oversight Enhancement Act. H.R.
744 also would aim to revitalize U.S.-Iraq pol-
icy; would require the President to provide to
Congress a plan that addresses the whole of
the challenge in Irag; would improve congres-
sional oversight of Operation Iragi Freedom
and events in Iraq; would seek to increase the
commitment made by the international com-
munity to the stability and security of Irag; and
would ultimately, help bring our troops home
in an honorable, expeditious manner without
sacrificing their mission.

The Iraq Study Group, co-chaired by former
Secretary of State James Baker and former
Congressman Lee Hamilton, concluded that
many of the challenges in Iraq are of an inter-
national nature, and they become more so—
not less so—as each day passes. As a result,
it is becoming increasingly important to view
United States policy toward Iraq as a part of
and not isolated from United States policy to-
ward the region as a whole. It also is becom-
ing increasingly important for countries in the
region and the international community to be-
come more fully engaged in the effort to sta-
bilize Iraq. The Iraq Study Group rec-
ommended that we support efforts to promote
a multilateral agreement between the United
States, Coalition countries, regional states,
and multilateral organizations. A multilateral
agreement will help bring renewed focus to
and enhanced international cooperation to-
ward resolving Irag’s problems. A multilateral
agreement will help reaffirm the existence of a
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united front against elements that seek to de-
stabilize Iraq, and thus bring added pressure
to bear on those actors. Lastly, a multilateral
agreement would provide for the formation of
a forum in which current and future regional
security, political, and economic issues regard-
ing Irag’s continued development can be dis-
cussed and addressed. The establishment and
maintenance of conciliatory relations between
Iraq, its neighbors, regional states and the
international community is essential to stabi-
lizing Iraq internally.

As the debate today on H. Con. Res. 63
continues, | take this opportunity to call atten-
tion to H.R. 744 and the various other legisla-
tive proposals that have been brought forth by
members of this body to help us bring Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom to a conclusion. In the
weeks ahead | hope that this body will seri-
ously consider these measures. It is very dif-
ficult to consider the merits of the President’s
decision to deploy additional troops to Iraq at
this time without having received from the Ad-
ministration a comprehensive plan that clearly
communicates to the Congress and the Amer-
ican people exactly what is necessary to com-
plete the mission of Operation Iraqi Freedom.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, at this time I would like to
yield 3 minutes to Representative JOHN
SHIMKUS from Illinois. He is an ex-
Army Academy graduate and served in
the United States Army and still is in
the Reserves.

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, these
are real e-mails from veterans, active
duty members, and National Guard and
Reservists:

‘““John, my son, a Marine gunny ser-
geant embedded with the Iraqi Army
around Rimadi, called a few weeks ago.
I asked him if he knew about the Presi-
dent’s plan for more troops. He hadn’t
heard about it, but his only comment
to me was ‘We can use them.’ Please
support the President and the troops.
It may be our last, best chance to win
this thing. Winning is the imperative.
Semper Fi.”

And another: “We have to let our
generals be generals and wage this war
as only they are trained to do and have
hope that the announced troop buildup
will be the final key that is needed by
the Iraqis to build a secure, united
country.”
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We have to hope that it is not too
late for the U.S. to make a difference
in Iraq.”

Another: “We need to send the mes-
sage to our troops that America wants
them to succeed in Iraq by giving the
buildup a chance to succeed.”

Still another: “My fellow Guardsmen
are ready. We will do whatever is asked
of us. Please ensure that the resources,
funds and equipment continue to flow.
Supporting the troops means giving us
the means to do our job.”

And another: ‘“We also need to stay
in Iraq and put forth the necessary will
and resources that will allow our strat-
egy to succeed.”
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And another: ‘“Moreover, our troops
need more open rules of engagement to
do their job effectively.”

Another e-mail: ‘‘Elections have con-
sequences, and for our recent election
the consequences have been a major
setback in the war on terror and a
greater threat to terrorist attack at
home.”

Still another: ‘‘Like Vietnam, our en-
emies view us as not having the stom-
ach to fight a protracted war. If we
withdraw, however, the credibility of
the U.S., our military, and our assur-
ances would be lost for years, probably
decades.”

Another: ‘“‘The overwhelming re-
sponse among officers is we must stay
and finish what we have started. Many
of these officers have built strong rela-
tionships with local Iraqi and Afghan
citizens who want to raise their family
in peace.”

Another: “We do in fact have many
more Iraqi Army and National Police
units moving into Baghdad and many
are effectively partnering with U.S.
units.”

Another: “They did pass their budget
for 2007 last week,” sooner than the
U.S. Congress, incidentally, ‘‘and have
made some progress with other legisla-
tion, which indicates they can work
some political compromises.”’

I will end with this: “I would hope
that your colleagues would be able to
continue to support what we are doing,
because it honestly does have a reason-
able chance at success.”

These are real communications with
real soldiers, Active Duty, in Iraq, Na-
tional Guardsmen, reservists, and vet-
erans throughout our country who say
there is no substitute for victory. We
have to win this campaign. It is in our
national security interest to support
moderate Arab states.

John, my son, a Marine Gunny Sgt.
imbedded with the Iragi army around Rimadi,
called a few weeks ago. | asked him if he
knew about the President's plan for more
troops. He hadn’t heard about it, but his only
comment to me was: “We can use them!”
Please support the President and the Troops.
Maybe our last, best chance to win this thing.
Winning is the imperative. Semper Fil

We have to let our generals be generals
and wage this war as only they are trained to
do, and have hope that the announced troop
buildup will be the final 3 key that’s needed by
the Iragis to build a secure and united country.

We have to have hope that it's not too late
for the U.S. to make a difference in Iraq.

We need to send the message to our troops
that America wants them to succeed in Iraq by
giving the buildup a chance to succeed.

The main effort is really the political rec-
onciliation and the security of the population is
the key precondition to that. The language and
some action from the Iragi government and
Army leaders have been good in the past sev-
eral weeks. The next several months will be
critical—probably decisive—and | believe there
is reason to be realistically hopeful.

| believe that what we are doing in Irag and
Afghanistan supports the NSS. What | have
heard in the debate is that we no longer have
a security interest in Iraq. What part of out
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NSS is to support moderate Muslim govern-
ments? Another part of the NSS addresses
humanitarian rights, to include rights of
women.

My fellow Guardsmen are ready. We will do
whatever is asked of us. Please, ensure that
the resources, funds and equipment, continue
to flow. Supporting the troops means giving us
the means to do our jobs.

We have not had a failed Irag policy—we
have just had overly optimistic expectations of
how fast the Iragis would be able to establish
a stable government and a unified country that
functions in a manner to our satisfaction. Iron-
ically, we want the Iraqgis to pursue a unity
government and national reconciliation, but we
don’t do that ourselves. The partisanship that
we are seeing here in the U.S. is no different
that the partisanship that we are seeing in
Iraq.

We also need to stay in Irag and put forth
the necessary will and resources that will
allow our strategy to succeed. Imagine a
Super Bowl football team quitting the game in
the third quarter simply because they were be-
hind. The premise is so absurd it is inconceiv-
able so too would be our quitting a war to pro-
tect our way of life simply because battlefield
conditions are not going perfectly.

Moreover, our troops need more open rules
of engagement to do their job effectively. This
is war, and they are soldiers, not police offi-
cers. The U.S. and Iragi governments must
expect civilian casualties and collateral dam-
age. It's unavoidable. The irony in this matter
is that most Iragi people would welcome the
increase security.

Elections have consequences. And for our
recent election, the consequences have been
a major set back in the war on terror and a
greater threat to terrorist attack at home.

Like Vietnam, our enemies view us as not
having the stomach to fight a protracted war.
If we withdraw, however, the credibility of the
U.S., our military, and our assurances would
be lost for years, probably decades.

The Iragis are watching all of this, and they
can see which way the wind is blowing. They
know if we leave either the Sunni insurgency
or the Iranians would likely come in, and their
newly gained freedoms would be lost. This re-
ality shapes the thoughts and actions of all
Iraqi officials, from Prime Minister al-Maliki,
down to the police officers on the street.

Many Americans are in denial about the
threat from radical Islam. Unfortunately, it may
take another 9/11 before they wake up. God
help us if one of our cities gets nuked when
that happens.

The overwhelming response among officers
is that we must stay and finish what we start-
ed. Many of these officers have built strong re-
lationships with local Iragi and Afghan citizens
who want to raise their families in peace. They
feel we have given our word as a country that
we will stand by them. | agree with this senti-
ment.

Lincoln/Sherman figured out that to truly de-
feat the south, he had to march to Savannah
to convince the locals that it was not worth
continued conflict. WWII had similar actions
for resolution like Hiroshima. While these were
waged against conventional forces, Congress
must understand that the current conflict is
more than between insurgents and U.S./Coali-
tion forces.

If we do not have the will to do this hard
work, we need to get out now. We cannot
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continue to try to get the job done with the
minimum force. If anything we should send
more than we think we need. Our focus on
being liberators has caused us to misjudge
what is needed. You cannot liberate until you
have gained control. We never got there and
must do so now.

Speaking of which, my two cents. The most
basic job of government is to protect its citi-
zens. If the Surge is properly designed to do
that, then it is a good idea. | say give it a
chance, even though it should have been that
way to begin with. From my experiences in
Desert Storm ’91, | firmly believe that most
people, Middles Easterners included, just want
to protect their family, practice their religion,
and have an opportunity to prosper.

We have to be able to go after all the killers
regardless of who or where they are. The Iraqi
follow-on forces then have to maintain the
peace, not bring in their individual hatreds to
the power vacuum. Helping them secure their
borders from fighters through Jordan and
Syria and equipment from Iran is also critical
(Navy and Air Force tasks with limited ground
support?). Getting the “Rule of Law” estab-
lished will eventually replace the need for
“Self Protection” (Militias).

The biggest hurdle is at home. If the media
continues its selective reporting (failures only),
then even if its an unqualified success on the
ground, it will be perceived as a loss at home
due to its depiction on TV and Press reports.
Tying Iraqis to a yardstick measuring success
or failure seems to be a good idea.

Press the Senate not to pass the latest Res-
olution limiting support—it is just a grand
standing event for presidential hopefuls.

We do in fact have many more Iraqgi Army
and National Police units moving into Baghdad
and many are effectively partnering with U.S.
units.

They did pass their budget for 2007 last
week (sooner than the U.S. Congress, inci-
dentally) and have made some progress with
other legislation, which indicates they can
work some political compromises.

Everyone is forced to telescope political,
economic, and security reforms that would
normally take 7—10 years into 7-10 months.

So the question that you are debating is
whether or not $100 billions (less than 0.8%
GDP) and tragically, probably 700-900 U.S.
soldiers’ lives is worth a 50% chance of pre-
venting a national security crisis that will set
back U.S. policy for decades.

If you are the parent or spouse of one of
those soldiers who may die, it is GD probably
not worth it. But if you are a national leader,
I would hope that your colleagues would be
able to continue to support what we are doing
because it honestly does have a reasonable
chance of success.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MCGOVERN), the vice chair-
man of the Rules Committee.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from New York for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I oppose the escalation
of U.S. forces in Iraq and I strongly op-
pose this war. We had no basis or jus-
tification or right to invade Iraq. It
was a mistake. There are no easy an-
swers or solutions before us. No matter
what option we pursue, there is no
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nice, neat, happy ending. Sometimes
you can’t fix mistakes.

Hopefully we can make this awful
situation less awful. This war should
never have happened. That is not just
my opinion, it is the opinion of many
of the top military leaders in our coun-
try. The war has diminished our stand-
ing in the world. It has been used as a
recruiting tool by the very terrorists
we say we want to defeat. It has cost us
hundreds of billions of dollars. And,
most significantly, we have sacrificed
the precious lives of so many of our
brave servicemen and women, and
thousands more have returned home
severely wounded.

Now, I have listened as many of my
colleagues have come to the floor and
said we must follow our leader and be
quiet. Some have even suggested that
those of us who support this resolution
and want this war to end are doing a
disservice to our troops.

Mr. Speaker, for 4 long years, Con-
gress has done absolutely nothing in
the face of mistake after mistake after
mistake in Iraq. None of us in this
Chamber have to wake up tomorrow in
Baghdad or Fallujah or Tikrit. None of
us have to wake up each morning and
go on patrol in Anbar Province. None
of us in this Chamber are in harm’s
way. But we are all responsible, all of
us, just like the President, for assign-
ing tens of thousands of our bravest
young men and women for being ref-
erees in a sectarian civil war.

If we truly want to protect our
troops, if we truly are concerned with
their safety and well-being, then bring
them home and reunite them with
their families.

Newsweek columnist Anna Quindlen
put it this way: ‘“There is no better
way to support those fighting in Iraq
than to guarantee that no more of
them die in the service of political mis-
calculation.”

Mr. Speaker, the American people
are way ahead of the politicians in
Washington. Citizens of all political
persuasions are sick and tired of the
political spin and political posturing.
Our focus should not be about saving
face. Instead, it should be about saving
lives.

The people of this country have been
misled, they have been deceived, and
they have been lied to. Increasingly,
people do not trust their government
to tell the truth on the war. Mr. Speak-
er, I don’t trust my government to tell
me the truth about this war.

There is no military victory to be
had. The only hope is a political solu-
tion.

The Iraqi Government and the Iraqi
people have the power and the ability
to move in a different direction, a di-
rection that seeks to calm sectarian vi-
olence and heal sectarian divides, re-
spect the rights of all citizens and up-
hold the rule of law that applies to ev-
eryone equally. But they have to
choose that path themselves. Regret-
tably, I have little confidence that the
current Iraqi Government will make
such a choice. I hope I am wrong.
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Mr. Speaker, it is essential to change
the dynamic inside Iraq, and to do that
it is essential that we dramatically
change our policy. That means we
must end the U.S. occupation and
begin an all-out diplomatic effort to
promote reconciliation and an end to
the violence. That means we should
begin the immediate, safe and orderly
withdrawal of our troops from Iraq.
That means we should provide protec-
tion and political asylum to those in
Iraq who have assisted us and who may
be in danger because of it. That also
means that the United States must
demonstrate the maturity and the
common sense to talk to political lead-
ers and to countries we don’t like, in-
cluding Syria and Iran.

None of this will be pleasant, none of
this will be easy and there are no guar-
antees that it will work. But I am sure
of one thing: What we are doing now is
failing. What we are doing now is not
healing the divisions in Iraq and is not
serving the best national security in-
terests of the United States. Our own
intelligence agencies have reported to
us that this war is creating more ter-
rorists.

No one in this House enjoys this dis-
cussion. Some, I know, wish that some-
how this issue would go away. But, Mr.
Speaker, it won’t. So no matter how
uncomfortable this debate is for some
of my colleagues, it is long overdue.

The message that Congress will hope-
fully send tomorrow by passing this
resolution is one that the American
people want us to send and one that the
President needs to hear.

President Lyndon Johnson once re-
marked, ‘It is easy to get into a war,
but hard as hell to get out of one.”” The
choices before us in the next weeks and
months will not be easy. Indeed, it will
be difficult, even painful, to extricate
ourselves from this war. But it is the
right thing to do.

I urge my colleagues to support this
resolution which strongly supports our
troops and opposes this escalation

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I just would like to correct
something. We are not occupying Iraq.
We are helping the Iraqi government,
who has complete control over there
trying to win this battle.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to our
new representative from Colorado (Mr.
LAMBORN).

(Mr. LAMBORN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this resolution. There are many flaws
in this resolution. One of the most seri-
ous is that while it gives lip-service to
a desire to support and protect the
troops, it turns around and disapproves
of the plan that is best calculated by
the commanders on the ground to bring
order to Baghdad.

This surge is the best way, in the
opinion of the commanders, to clamp
down on the insurgency, to protect our
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troops and ultimately to lead to vic-
tory. I don’t see how you can claim to
protect and support the troops while
taking away the best option for vic-
tory.

That brings up another serious flaw
in this resolution: It has no positive al-
ternative. The resolution seems to say
that we should go on as before, which I
thought my colleagues across the aisle
said was unacceptable.

Yet another serious flaw is that
Members of Congress, who are many
thousands of miles away from the bat-
tlefield, are substituting their judg-
ment for that of the commanders in
the field. This is foolish and arrogant.
This gives rise to a constitutional con-
flict as well. The Constitution gives
the President the power of Commander
in Chief. President Bush, who was re-
elected by a vote of the entire Amer-
ican people just 2 years ago, has the
duty and authority to conduct the war
in Iraq.

Congress has the power to declare
war and to fund or to not fund war, but
does not have the power to conduct a
war. This constitutional division of
powers is vital, because, among other
things, a clear chain of command is
better calculated to lead to victory
with the least possible loss of life. War
by committee, on the other hand, does
not best serve the interests of our
country or our troops.

Because this resolution is so deeply
flawed, it will send bad messages if it is
passed. It will send a message to our
enemies that we are weak and unable
to complete a difficult task. It will
send a message to our allies that we
are undependable. It will send a mes-
sage to the families and loved ones of
our fallen soldiers and marines, to our
brave men and women who have been
disabled and to the troops in the field,
that their sacrifice is in vain because
their mission is not worth our commit-
ment. These messages will be destruc-
tive, and I urge my colleagues not to
go down this road.

If America does abandon Iraq, which
many of my colleagues across the aisle
want to be the ultimate outcome, de-
struction will spread across the entire
Middle East and will be more likely to
come to our own shores.

I know that the struggle against ter-
rorism is difficult, but we cannot give
up. Yes, we must learn as we go, and,
yes, we must adapt to changing cir-
cumstances. But we must not think
that retreat will bring relief. We and
the entire world will pay a terrible
price if we go down that road. This res-
olution is the first step down that road.
I urge the defeat of this resolution.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield b minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOLDEN), the vice chairman of the Ag-
riculture Committee and the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Conservation,
Credit, Energy and Research.

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 63. I
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also rise in strong support of the brave
men and women who have served or are
serving in Iraq and around the world.

I represent thousands of men and
women on Active Duty and in the Na-
tional Guard and in the Reserves. I
have visited our wounded and injured
troops at both Walter Reed and
Landstuhl Regional Center in Ger-
many. My commitment to our brave
men and women is unwavering. How-
ever, 1 disagree with deploying more
than 20,000 more U.S. combat troops to
Iraq.

The President has consistently said
that the size of the force would be de-
termined by military leaders on the
ground. Yet the two previous leading
commanders on the ground do not sup-
port the addition of more troops. Gen-
eral George Casey, the former com-
mander of the Multinational Force in
Iraq and current chief of staff of the
Army, advocated transferring security
duties to Iraqi soldiers.

General Casey said, ‘“The longer we
and the U.S. forces continue to bear
the main burden of Iraq’s security, it
lengthens the time that the Govern-
ment of Iraq has to make the hard de-
cisions about reconciliation and deal-
ing with the militias.”” He goes on to
say, ‘““‘And the other thing is that they
continue to blame us for all of Iraq’s
problems, which at face are their prob-
lems. It has always been my view that
a heavy and sustained American mili-
tary presence was not going to solve
the problems in Iraq in the long run.”

Additionally, General John P.
Abizaid, the former commander of U.S.
Central Command in the Middle East,
has said that he did not believe that
adding more American troops right
now is the solution to the problem, and
also advocated transferring responsi-
bility to the Iraqis.

General Abizaid said, “I met with
every divisional commander, General
Casey, the Corps Commander, General
Dempsey. We all talked together. And I
said, in your professional opinion, if we
were to bring in more American troops
now, does it add considerably to our
ability to achieve success in Iraq? And
they all said no. And the reason is be-
cause we want the Iraqis to do more. It
is easy for the Iraqis to rely upon us to
do this work. I believe that more
American forces prevent the Iraqis
from doing more, from taking more re-
sponsibility for their own future.”

During the course of the war, I vis-
ited Iraq twice, in 2003 and 2005. While
I was there, the main goal, other than
achieving victory, was developing
Iraq’s infrastructure. Yet after 4 years
and hundreds of billions of dollars, we
have not had much success in improv-
ing infrastructure and still face serious
problems. Oil production is one-half of
the prewar level, while conditions of
basic services, such as water, power
and sewage, are below that. In Bagh-
dad, electricity levels are at an all-
time low. And while we have spent bil-
lions of dollars on these problems, $9
billion is lost and unaccounted for.
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That is why I also rise today in sup-
port of the Blue Dog resolution which
provides cost accountability for Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom. This resolution
will directly address the infrastructure
and security failures in Iraq. More spe-
cifically, the resolution requires the
Department of Defense Inspector Gen-
eral and the Special Inspector General
for Iraqi Reconstruction to report to
Congress every 90 days with:

One, a detailed accounting of how
military and reconstruction funds in
Iraq have been spent;

Two, a detailed accounting of the
types and terms of contracts awarded
on behalf of the United States;

Three, a description of efforts to ob-
tain support and assistance from other
countries toward the rehabilitation of
Iraq; and, finally,

Four, an assessment of what addi-
tional funding is needed to complete
military operations and reconstruction
efforts in Iraq, including a plan for the
security of Iraq.

Mr. Speaker, our troops have done
their job and performed with great
courage and honor. The solution in
Iraq can no longer be resolved mili-
tarily. We must win both politically
and diplomatically. We must ask Iraq’s
six neighbors to use influence that is
consistent with our own objectives, and
we must convince them that stability
in the region is in their best interests.

In closing, I want to offer my utmost
gratitude and appreciation for our
troops. Our thoughts are with these
brave men and women and also with
their families as we pray for them to
return safely.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Washington (Mrs.
MCMORRIS RODGERS).

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr.
Speaker, this afternoon we continue
here on the House floor another chap-
ter in the long and healthy debate on
promoting freedom and democracy
around the world, while maintaining
the security of our country, of our cit-
ies, of our homes and our families.

The resolution before us today appro-
priately begins with the reaffirmation
of our vigorous, unwavering commit-
ment to the brave men and women now
serving our country in uniform. We
pledge to give them every tool they
need to fulfill their assigned missions
while providing the maximum protec-
tion possible. Additionally, we pledge
their families every means of support
when their loved ones are overseas and
when they return home.

My district in eastern Washington is
the proud home to Fairchild Air Force
Base that houses the 92nd Air Refuel-
ing Wing. These men and women have
been an important part of fighting the
global war on terror. Our community,
like every community around the
country, supports our men and women
in uniform. Together, we have cele-
brated victory; and, together, we have
mourned losses.
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We unanimously stand by our troops
because, almost 5 years ago, this Con-
gress asked them to step forward to
protect our country and win the fight
against terrorism.

On October 10, 2002, before many of us
were here, including myself, 296 Mem-
bers of this body, including 81 Demo-
crats, passed a bipartisan bill author-
izing the use of military force in Iraq.
The next day, 77 Members of the Sen-
ate approved a motion authorizing the
same use of force.

What Congress realized then was the
importance to the security of our own
country of a free and stable Iraq and a
peaceful and secure Middle East. Five
years ago, Congress was at a crossroads
and made a very difficult decision.
Today, young girls in Iraqg can now at-
tend school, democratic elections have
been held, a fledgling government is in
place, and Saddam Hussein, a murderer
of over 300,000 Iraqis, is no longer a
threat to his own people or to our na-
tional security. In Iraq, we have ac-
knowledged victories and successes.

In the past year, we all recognize the
condition in Iraq has grown more
grave. I know a lot has changed since I
visited nearly a year ago. Al Qaeda
operatives, Sunni death squads and
Shia militias, propped up by the reck-
less dictatorship of Iran, have fueled
violence and threatened the hopes and
dreams of the Iraqi people.

So Congress is once again at a cross-
roads. The reality of the circumstances
in Iraq require a winning strategy. The
information provided by our reformed
intelligence community sends a clear
warning in the National Intelligence
Estimate on Iraq: ‘“Unless efforts to re-
verse these conditions show measur-
able progress, the situation will con-
tinue to deteriorate.” The solution
cannot be in leaving things as they are.
The NIE continues: ‘‘Coalition capa-
bilities remain an essential stabilizing
element in Iraq.”

There are three courses of action:
leave things as they are; we know this