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the Chair. She is our newest Member
and an excellent Member, and we ap-
preciate her leadership.

———
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON

WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

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

There was no objection.

—————

NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER
RESOLUTION RAISING A QUES-
TION OF THE PRIVILEGES OF
THE HOUSE

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to clause 2, rule IX, I hereby give
notice of my intention to raise a ques-
tion of the privileges of the House. The
form of the resolution is as follows:

AN ARTICLE OF IMPEACHMENT OF PRESIDENT

GEORGE W. BUSH

Resolved, that President George W. Bush be
impeached for high crimes and mis-
demeanors, and that the following Article of
Impeachment be exhibited to the United
States Senate:

An Article of Impeachment exhibited by
the House of Representatives of the United
States of America in the name of itself and
the people of the United States of America,
in maintenance and support of its impeach-
ment against President George W. Bush for
high crimes and misdemeanors.

ARTICLE ONE—DECEIVING CONGRESS WITH FAB-
RICATED THREATS OF IRAQ WMDS TO FRAUDU-
LENTLY OBTAIN SUPPORT FOR AN AUTHORIZA-
TION OF THE USE OF MILITARY FORCE AGAINST
IRAQ
In his conduct while President of the

United States, George W. Bush, in violation

of his constitutional oath to faithfully exe-

cute the Office of President of the United

States, and to the best of his ability, pre-

serve, protect, and defend the Constitution

of the United States, and in violation of his
constitutional duty under article II, section

3 of the Constitution ‘“‘to take care that the

laws be faithfully executed,” deceived Con-

gress with fabricated threats of Iraq Weap-
ons of Mass Destruction to fraudulently ob-
tain support for an authorization for the use
of force against Iraq and used that fraudu-
lently obtained authorization, then acting in
his capacity under article II, section 2 of the

Constitution as Commander in Chief, to com-

mit U.S. troops to combat in Iraq.

To gain congressional support for the pas-
sage of the Joint Resolution to Authorize
the Use of United States Armed Forces
Against Iraq, the President made the fol-
lowing material representations to the Con-
gress in S.J. Res. 45:

1. That Iraq was ‘‘continuing to possess
and develop a significant chemical and bio-
logical weapons capability. . . .”

2. That Iraq was ‘“‘actively seeking a nu-
clear weapons capability. . . .”

3. That Iraq was ‘‘continuing to threaten
the national security interests of the United
States and international peace and secu-
rity.”

4. That Iraq has demonstrated a ‘‘willing-
ness to attack, the United States.. . .”

5. That ‘“‘“members of al Qaeda, an organiza-
tion bearing responsibility for attacks on the
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United States, its citizens and interests, in-
cluding the attacks that occurred on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, are known to be in Iraq.

6. The ‘“‘attacks on the United States of
September 11, 2001, underscored the gravity
of the threat that Iraq will transfer weapons
of mass destruction to international ter-
rorist organizations. . . .”’

7. That Iraq ‘“will either employ those
weapons to launch a surprise attack against
the United States or its Armed Forces or
provide them to international terrorists who
would do so. . . .”

8. That an ‘‘extreme magnitude of harm
that would result to the United States and
its citizens from such an attack.. . .”

9. That the aforementioned threats ‘‘jus-
tify action by the United States to defend
itself. . . .”

10. The enactment clause of section 2 of
S.J. Res. 45, the Authorization of the Use of
the United States Armed Forces authorizes
the President to ‘‘defend the national secu-
rity interests of the United States against
the threat posed by Iraq. . . .”

Each consequential representation made
by the President to the Congress in S.J. Res.
45 in subsequent iterations and the final
version was unsupported by evidence which
was in the control of the White House.

To wit:

1. Iraq was not ‘‘continuing to possess and
develop a significant chemical and biological
weapons capability . . . ”

“A substantial amount of Iraq’s chemical
warfare agents, precursors, munitions and
production equipment were destroyed be-
tween 1991 and 1998 as a result of Operation
Desert Storm and United Nations Special
Commission (UNSCOM) actions. There is no
reliable information on whether Iraq is pro-
ducing and stockpiling chemical weapons or
whether Iraq has or will establish its chem-
ical warfare agent production facilities.”’

The source of this information is the De-
fense Intelligence Agency, a report called,
“Iraqg—Key WMD Facilities—An Operational
Support Study,” September 2002.

‘“Statements by the President and Vice
President prior to the October 2002 National
Intelligence Estimate regarding Iraq’s chem-
ical weapons production capability and ac-
tivities did not reflect the intelligence com-
munity’s uncertainties as to whether such
production was ongoing.”’

The source of this information is the Sen-
ate Select Committee on Intelligence, a re-
port entitled ‘‘Report on Whether Public
Statements Regarding Iraq By U.S. Govern-
ment Officials Were Substantiated By Intel-
ligence Information.”” June 5, 2008.

“In April and early May 2003, military
forces found mobile trailers in Irag. Al-
though intelligence experts disputed the pur-
pose of the trailers, administration officials
repeatedly asserted that they were mobile
biological weapons laboratories. In total,
President Bush, Vice President CHENEY, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and Na-
tional Security Advisor Rice made 34 mis-
leading statements about the trailers in 27
separate public appearances. Shortly after
the mobile trailers were found, the Central
Intelligence Agency and the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency issued an unclassified white
paper evaluating the trailers. The white
paper was released without coordination
with other members of the intelligence com-
munity, however. It was later disclosed that
engineers from the Defense Intelligence
Agency who examined the trailers concluded
that they were most likely used to produce
hydrogen for artillery weather balloons. A
former senior intelligence official reported
that ‘only one of 15 intelligence analysts as-
sembled from three agencies to discuss the
issue in June endorsed the white paper con-
clusion.””
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The source of this information is the House
Committee on Government Reform, minor-
ity staff, “‘Iraq on the Record: Bush Adminis-
tration’s Public Statements about Chemical
and Biological Weapons.” March 16, 2004.

Former chief of CIA covert operations in
Europe, Tyler Drumheller, has said that the
CIA had credible sources discounting weap-
ons of mass destruction claims, including the
primary source of biological weapons claims,
an informant who the Germans code-named
‘“Curveball” whom the Germans had in-
formed the Bush administration was a likely
fabricator of information including that con-
cerning the Niger yellowcake forgery. Two
other former CIA officers confirmed
Drumbheller’s account to Sidney Blumenthal
who reported the story at Salon.com on Sep-
tember 6, 2007, which in fact is the media
source of this information.

“In practical terms, with the destruction
of the al Hakam facility, Iraq abandoned its
ambition to obtain advanced biological
weapons quickly. The Iraq Survey Group
(ISG) found no direct evidence that Iraq,
after 1996, had plans for a new biological
weapons program or was conducting biologi-
cal weapons-specific work for military pur-
poses. Indeed, from the mid-1990s, despite
evidence of continuing interest in nuclear
and chemical weapons, there appears to be a
complete absence of discussion or even inter-
est in biological weapons at the Presidential
level. In spite of exhaustive investigation,
the Iraq Survey Group found no evidence
that Iraq possessed, or was developing, bio-
logical weapon agent production systems
mounted on road vehicles or railway wagons.
The Iraq Survey Group harbors severe doubts
about the source’s credibility in regards to
the breakout program.” That’s a direct
quote from the ‘“‘Comprehensive Report of
the Special Advisor to the Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence on Iraq’s WMD,”’ commonly
known as the Duelfer report by Charles
Duelfer.

“While a small number of old, abandoned
chemical munitions have been discovered,
the Iraq Survey Group judges that Iraq uni-
laterally destroyed its undeclared chemical
weapons stockpile in 1991. There are no cred-
ible indications that Baghdad resumed pro-
duction of chemical munitions thereafter, a
policy the Iraq Survey Group attributes to
Baghdad’s desire to see sanctions lifted, or
rendered ineffectual, or its fear of force
against it should WMD be discovered.”

The source of this information, the ‘“Com-
prehensive Report of the Special Advisor to
the Director of Central Intelligence on Iraq’s
WMD,”” Charles Duelfer.

2. Iraq was not ‘“‘actively seeking a nuclear
weapons capability.”

The key finding of the Iraq Survey Group’s
report to the Director of Central Intelligence
found that ‘“‘Iraq’s ability to reconstitute a
nuclear weapons program progressively de-
cayed after that date. Saddam Husayn (sic)
ended the nuclear program in 1991 following
the Gulf War. Iraq Survey Group found no
evidence to suggest concerted efforts to re-
start the program.”

The source of this information, the ‘“‘Com-
prehensive Report of the Special Advisor to
the Director of Central Intelligence on Iraq’s
WMD,”’ Charles Duelfer.

Claims that Iraq was purchasing uranium
from Niger were not supported by the State
Department’s Bureau of Intelligence and Re-
search in the National Intelligence Estimate
of October 2002.

The CIA had warned the British Govern-
ment not to claim Iraq was purchasing ura-
nium from Niger prior to the British state-
ment that was later cited by President Bush,
this according to George Tenet of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency on July 11, 2003.

Mohamed ElBaradei, the Director General
of the International Atomic Energy Agency,
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in a ‘“‘Statement to the United Nations Secu-
rity Council on The Status of Nuclear In-
spections in Iraq: An Update’” on March 7,
2003, said as follows:

“‘One, there is no indication of resumed nu-
clear activities in those buildings that were
identified through the use of satellite im-
agery as being reconstructed or newly erect-
ed since 1998, nor any indication of nuclear-
related prohibited activities at any inspected
sites. Second, there is no indication that
Iraq has attempted to import uranium since
1990. Three, there is no indication that Iraq
has attempted to import aluminum tubes for
use in centrifuge enrichment. Moreover,
even had Iraq pursued such a plan, it would
have been—it would have encountered prac-
tical difficulties in manufacturing cen-
trifuges out of the aluminum tubes in ques-
tion. Fourthly, although we are still review-
ing issues related to magnets and magnet
production, there is no indication to date
that Iraq imported magnets for use in a cen-
trifuge enrichment program. As I stated
above, the TAEA (International Atomic En-
ergy Agency) will naturally continue to fur-
ther scrutinize and investigate all of the
above issues.”’

3. Iraq was not ‘‘continuing to threaten the
national security interests of the United
States.”

“Let me be clear: analysts differed on sev-
eral important aspects of [Iraq’s biological,
chemical, and nuclear] programs and those
debates were spelled out in the Estimate.
They never said there was an ‘imminent’
threat.”

George Tenet, who was Director of the
CIA, said this in Prepared Remarks for De-
livery at Georgetown University on Feb-
ruary 5, 2004.

“We have been able to keep weapons from
going into Iraq. We have been able to keep
the sanctions in place to the extent that
items that might support weapons of mass
destruction have had some controls on them.
It’s been quite a success for 10 years.” The
source of this statement, Colin Powell, Sec-
retary of State, in an interview with Face
the Nation, February 11, 2001.

On July 23, 2002, a communication from the
Private Secretary to Prime Minister Tony
Blair, ‘“Memo to British Ambassador David
Manning”’ reads as follows:

“British Secret Intelligence Service Chief
Sir Richard Billing Dearlove reported on his
recent talks in Washington. There was a per-
ceptible shift in attitude. Military action
was now seen as inevitable. Bush wanted to
remove Saddam through military action,
justified by the conjunction of terrorism and
WMD. But the intelligence and facts were
being fixed around the policy. The NSC had
no patience with the U.N. route and no en-
thusiasm for publishing material on the
Iraqi regime’s record. There was little dis-
cussion in Washington of the aftermath after
military action. The Foreign Secretary said
he would discuss this with Colin Powell this
week. It seemed clear that Bush had made up
his mind to take military action, even if the
timing was not yet decided. But the case was
thin. Saddam Hussein was not threatening
his neighbors, and his WMD capability was
less than that of Libya, North Korea or Iran.
We should work up a plan for an ultimatum
to Saddam to allow back in the U.N. weapons
inspectors. This would also help with the
legal justification for the use of force.”

4. Iraq did not have the ‘‘willingness to at-
tack, the United States.”

“The fact of the matter is that both bas-
kets, the U.N. basket and what we and other
allies have been doing in the region, have
succeeded in containing Saddam Hussein and
his ambitions. His forces are about one-third
their original size. They really don’t possess
the capability to attack their neighbors the
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way they did 10 years ago.” The source of
this quote, Colin Powell, Secretary of State,
in a transcript of remarks made to German
Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer in Feb-
ruary 2001.

The October 2002 National Intelligence Es-
timate concluded that ‘‘Baghdad for now ap-
pears to be drawing a line short of con-
ducting terrorist attacks with conventional
or chemical or biological weapons against
the United States, fearing that exposure of
Iraqi involvement would provide Washington
a stronger case for making war.”’

5. Iraq had no connection with the attacks
of 9/11 or with al Qaeda’s role in 9/11.

‘“The report of the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence documents significant
instances in which the administration went
beyond what the intelligence community
knew or believed in making public claims,
most notably on the false assertion that Iraq
and al Qaeda had an operational partnership
and joint involvement in carrying out the at-
tacks of September 11.”” This is a quote from
Senator John D. Rockefeller, IV, the chair-
man of the Senate Select Committee on In-
telligence entitled ‘‘Additional Views of
Chairman John D. Rockefeller, IV’ on page
90.

Continuing from Senator Rockefeller:

“The President and his advisors undertook
a relentless public campaign in the after-
math of the attacks to use the war against al
Qaeda as a justification for overthrowing
Saddam Hussein. Representing to the Amer-
ican people that the two had an operational
partnership and posed a single, indistin-
guishable threat was fundamentally mis-
leading and led the Nation to war on false
premises.”” Senator Rockefeller.

Richard Clarke, a National Security Advi-
sor, in a memo of September 18, 2001 titled
‘“Survey of Intelligence Information on Any
Iraq Involvement in the September 11 At-
tacks’ found no ‘‘compelling case’ that Iraq
had either planned or perpetrated the at-
tacks, and that there was no confirmed re-
porting on Saddam cooperating with bin
Laden on unconventional weapons.

On September 17, 2003, President Bush said:
‘““No, we’ve got no evidence that Saddam
Hussein was involved with September 11.
What the Vice President said was is that he
(Saddam) has been involved with al Qaeda.”

On June 16, 2004, a staff report from the 9/
11 Commission stated: ‘“There have been re-
ports that contacts between Iraq and al
Qaeda also occurred after bin Laden had re-
turned to Afghanistan in 1996, but they do
not appear to have resulted in a collabo-
rative relationship. Two senior bin Laden as-
sociates have adamantly denied that any ties
existed between al Qaeda and Iragq. We have
no credible evidence that Iraq and al Qaeda
cooperated on attacks against the United
States.”

“Intelligence provided by former Undersec-
retary of Defense Douglas J. Feith to but-
tress the White House case for invading Iraq
included ‘reporting of dubious quality or re-
liability’ that supported the political views
of senior administration officials rather than
the conclusions of the intelligence commu-
nity, this according to a report by the Pen-
tagon Inspector General.

‘““‘Feith’s office ‘was predisposed to finding
a significant relationship between Iraq and
al Qaeda,” according to portions of the report
released by Senator Carl Levin. The Inspec-
tor General described Feith’s activities as
‘an alternative intelligence assessment proc-
ess.””” The source of this information is a re-
port in the Washington Post dated February
9, 2007, page A-1, an article by Walter Pincus
and Jeffrey Smith entitled ‘‘Official’s Key
Report on Iraq is Faulted, ‘Dubious’ Intel-
ligence Fueled Push for War.”

6. Iraq possessed no weapons of mass de-
struction to transfer to anyone.
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Iraq possessed no weapons of mass destruc-
tion to transfer. Furthermore, available in-
telligence information found that the Iraq
regime would probably only transfer weap-
ons of mass destruction to terrorist organi-
zations if under threat of attack by the
United States.

According to information in the October
2002 National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) on
Iraq that was available to the administra-
tion at the time that they were seeking con-
gressional support for the authorization of
use of force against Iraq, the Iraq regime
would probably only transfer weapons to a
terrorist organization if ‘‘sufficiently des-
perate’ because it feared that ‘‘an attack
that threatened the survival of the regime
were imminent or unavoidable.”

“The Iraqi Intelligence Service (IIS) prob-
ably has been directed to conduct clandes-
tine attacks against the United States and
Allied interests in the Middle East in the
event the United States takes action against
Iraq. The IIS probably would be the primary
means by which Iraq would attempt to con-
duct any chemical and biological weapon at-
tacks on the U.S. homeland, although we
have no specific intelligence information
that Saddam’s regime has directed attacks
against U.S. territory.”

7. Iraq had no weapons of mass destruction
and therefore had no capability of launching
a surprise attack against the United States
or its Armed Forces and no capability to pro-
vide them to international terrorists who
would do so.

Iraq possessed no weapons of mass destruc-
tion to transfer. Furthermore, available in-
telligence information found that the Iraq
regime would probably only transfer weap-
ons of mass destruction to terrorist organi-
zations if under severe threat of attack by
the United States.

According to information in the October
2002 National Intelligence Estimate on Iraq
that was available to the administration at
the time they were seeking congressional
support for the authorization of the use of
force against Iraq, the Iraqi regime would
probably only transfer weapons to a terrorist
organization if ‘‘sufficiently desperate’ be-
cause it feared that ‘‘an attack that threat-
ened the survival of the regime were immi-
nent or unavoidable.” That, again, from the
October 2002 National Intelligence Estimate
on Iraq.

“The Iraqi Intelligence Service probably
has been directed to conduct clandestine at-
tacks against U.S. and Allied interests in the
Middle East in the event the United States
takes action against Iraq. The Iraq Intel-
ligence Service probably would be the pri-
mary means by which Iraq would attempt to
conduct any chemical or biological weapons
attacks on the U.S. homeland, although we
have no specific intelligence information
that Saddam’s regime has directed attacks
against U.S. territory.”

As reported in the Washington Post on
March 1, 2003, in 1995, Saddam Hussein’s son-
in-law, Hussein Kamel, had informed U.S.
and British intelligence officers that ‘‘all
weapons—biological, chemical, missile, nu-
clear—were destroyed.” That from the Wash-
ington Post, March 1, 2003, page Al5, an arti-
cle entitled ‘‘Iraqi Defector Claimed Arms
Were Destroyed By 1995, by Colum Lynch.

The Defense Intelligence Agency, in a re-
port called ‘‘Iraqg—Key WMD Facilities—An
Operational Report Study’ in September
2002, said this:

‘A substantial amount of Iraq’s chemical
warfare agents, precursors, munitions and
production equipment were destroyed be-
tween 1991 and 1998 as a result of Operation
Desert Storm and United Nations Special
Commission (UNSCOM) actions. There is no
reliable information on whether Iraq is pro-
ducing and stockpiling chemical weapons or
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whether Iraq has or will establish its chem-
ical warfare agent production facilities.”

8. There was not a real risk of an ‘“‘extreme
magnitude of harm that would result to the
United States and its citizens from such an
attack’ because Iraq had no capability of at-
tacking the United States.

Here’s what Colin Powell said at the time:
“Containment has been a successful policy,
and I think we should make sure that we
continue it until such time as Saddam Hus-
sein comes into compliance with the agree-
ments he made at the end of the Gulf War.”
Speaking of Iraq, Secretary of State Powell
said, ‘‘Iraq is not threatening America.”

9. The aforementioned evidence did not
“justify the use of force by the United States
to defend itself”’ because Iraq did not have
weapons of mass destruction, or have the in-
tention or capability of using nonexistent
WMDs against the United States.

10. Since there was no threat posed by Iraq
to the United States, the enactment clause
of the Senate Joint Resolution 45 was predi-
cated on misstatements to Congress.

Congress relied on the information pro-
vided to it by the President of the United
States. Congress provided the President with
the authorization to use military force that
he requested. As a consequence of the fraud-
ulent representations made to Congress, the
United States Armed Forces, under the di-
rection of George Bush as Commander in
Chief, pursuant to section 3 of the Authoriza-
tion for the Use of Force which President
Bush requested, invaded Iraq and occupies it
to this day, at the cost of 4,116 lives of serv-
icemen and -women, injuries to over 30,000 of
our troops, the deaths of over 1 million inno-
cent Iraqi civilians, the destruction of Iraq,
and a long-term cost of over $3 trillion.

President Bush’s misrepresentations to
Congress to induce passage of a use of force
resolution is subversive of the constitutional
system of checks and balances, destructive
of Congress’ sole prerogative to declare war
under article I, section 8 of the Constitution,
and is therefore a High Crime. An even
greater offense by the President of the
United States occurs in his capacity as Com-
mander in Chief, because he knowingly
placed the men and women of the United
States Armed Forces in harm’s way, jeopard-
izing their lives and their families’ future,
for reasons that to this date have not been
established in fact.

In all of these actions and decisions, Presi-
dent George W. Bush has acted in a manner
contrary to his trust as President and Com-
mander in Chief, and subversive of constitu-
tional government, to the prejudice of the
cause of law and justice and to the manifest
injury of the people of the United States and
of those members of the Armed Forces who
put their lives on the line pursuant to the
falsehoods of the President. Wherefore,
President George W. Bush, by such conduct,
is guilty of an impeachable offense war-
ranting removal from office.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will remind all persons in the
gallery that they are here as guests of
the House and that any manifestation
of approval or disapproval of pro-
ceedings or other audible conversation
is in violation of the House rules.

Under rule IX, a resolution offered
from the floor by a Member other than
the majority leader or the minority
leader as a question of the privileges of
the House has immediate precedence
only at a time designated by the Chair
within 2 legislative days after the reso-
lution is properly noticed.
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Pending that designation, the form of
the resolution noticed by the gen-
tleman from Ohio will appear in the
RECORD at this point.

The Chair will not at this point de-
termine whether the resolution con-
stitutes a question of privilege. That
determination will be made at the time
designated for consideration of the res-
olution.

———

STONE COLD

(Mr. POE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. POE. Madam Speaker, on Sunday
morning Chaudhry Rashad brutally
murdered his daughter for bringing, as
he said, ‘‘disgrace to the family.”

Rashad’s 25-year-old daughter,
Sandeela, wanted a divorce from her
arranged marriage, but Rashad be-
lieved that it was more honorable for
him to take a course of action to stran-
gle her to death.

When Atlanta police arrived on the
scene, Rashad was in his driveway,
calmly smoking a cigarette behind a
car as if it was a normal Sunday. After
being arrested, then he arrogantly de-
manded to be served Islamic food while
he was in custody.

Rashad said he has ‘‘done nothing
wrong’”’ by murdering his daughter. Yet
another example of murder in the name
of religion. Yet that’s the problem,
that people still use the word ‘‘honor”
and ‘‘killing” in the same breath. The
United Nations estimates that there
are approximately 5,000 supposed reli-
gious honor Kkillings each year of
women and girls. Murder is not honor-
able.

When the police found young
Sandeela’s body, they said it was cold
to the touch. However, the cold, dead
body of his daughter was nothing com-
pared to the coldness of a father’s
heart who willingly steals the life of
his child in the name of religion.

And that’s just the way it is.

————
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, and under a previous
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes
each.

———
AMERICA’S STRATEGIC CONTEXT

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

Mr. SKELTON. Madam Speaker, yes-
terday I rose to speak about the need
for America to embark upon a process
to develop a comprehensive strategy to
advance U.S. interests in the world.
Today I rise to continue that theme; I
want to take the conversation a bit
further.

A strategy, as I said last night, de-
scribes the way we employ all elements
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of national power to advance our crit-
ical interests. Ultimately, determining
these critical interests depends upon
the place America occupies in the
world. What do we see as our role? Who
do we want to be, and how do we want
to interact with the rest of the globe’s
inhabitants to get there? That’s the
fundamental question, of course, but
we are not ready to answer it yet.

Instead, we must first consider the
domestic and global contexts within
which we must act. As our vision of
where we want to go evolves, we must
have an ongoing dialogue about the ef-
fort and the sacrifices we are willing to
make. We must also look at the world
as it is, not as we’d like it to be, and we
must acknowledge that much of the
world does not necessarily see us as we
would see ourselves. We must look
clear-eyed beyond Iraq and Afghani-
stan. Only with that understanding can
we determine where we want to go and
how we want to get there. But as this
vision develops, we must keep in mind
that it is no good if we cannot provide
the means to achieve it, nor is it useful
if it is not a realistic fit with the rest
of the world.

The global environment is ever
changing. While we cannot control the
sea swell of change, we must prepare
ourselves to navigate those waters. Re-
gional power is shifting; some large na-
tion states, such as China, India,
Brazil, to name a few, are ascending
and verge on global power status. Rus-
sia may already be there, again. Do
their interests conflict or coincide with
ours? Is their rise a challenge to oppose
or an opportunity to engage? Some of
our traditional security arrangements
may fade in importance as others take
on new meaning. But nation states are
not our only concern. It’s clear that a
number of transnational issues will
challenge us while others may provide
positive potential. Fundamentalist ter-
rorism and the proliferation of dan-
gerous weapons are obvious examples
of serious challenges, of course, but
what about climate change, the fra-
gility of increasingly connected world
financial markets, or the outbreak of
pandemic diseases? These are chal-
lenges that present themselves without
any malicious intentional human ac-
tion.

The point here is that the world
around us bears significant scrutiny
because it represents the context that
binds whatever strategy we choose.
This is not to say we cannot strive for
an ideal. We can and we should. It’s
how this Nation was formed. The abil-
ity to conceive a vision that is breath-
taking in scope and heartbreaking in
its beauty is America’s gift to the
world. But while the goal may be the
ideal, our understanding of our envi-
ronment and our selection of the
means to reach it must be firmly root-
ed in realism.

With that thought I close, Madam
Speaker. In my next speech addressing
these issues, I will talk about the need
to return to the fundamentals of stra-
tegic understanding, a return to Sun
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