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These are undoubtedly tough times,
and I want to continue the great Amer-
ican legacy of leaving our children bet-
ter off than we ourselves are. It pains
me to know that only 17 percent of the
mothers in this country believe that
their children will be better off in the
future. It doesn’t have to be this way.
There has not been a more important
time in our Nation’s history to realign
our principles and policies in light of
current economic reality.

As the son of a hardworking rancher
in the Texas Panhandle, I always re-
flect back to those tough decisions and
sacrifices that my family made around
the kitchen table. We had no choice
but to live within our means. Every
day I remember these life lessons
whether I'm balancing my family budg-
et, or making important decisions for
my constituents. I must represent the
best in terms of taking care of our
country’s fiscal health.

We must make tough decisions on
spending, on tax reform, and on reduc-
ing our Nation’s debt, and we must re-
main committed to spurring economic
growth and job creation. We must do
this, most importantly, because we owe
it to our children and our grand-
children so that they’re afforded the
same American promise and prosperity
and security that we were when we
were born.

Mr. Speaker, about 3 months ago, my
wife and I had our first granddaughter.
We want that girl when she grows up to
have the same opportunities to live the
American dream that we had when we
were born.

Mr. Speaker, before I close, I'd like
to ask our American people to remem-
ber our country in their prayers during
these difficult times and also to re-
member to pray for our military men
and women who protect it daily.

I yield back the balance of my time.

————
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ROBO-ABORTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege to be recognized
here on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives to address you about the
issues that are important, I think, to
you and to all of us who serve in this
United States Congress. As we know,
the American public watches the work
that we do here, and sometimes we
need to send a message along on how
we would like to hear that work inter-
preted.

Today I will take up two or perhaps
three subjects. One of them is a piece
of legislation that is an amendment
that I offered on the Agriculture appro-
priations bill that did pass the House of
Representatives today and became part
of the bill, as final passage. That
amendment was an amendment that
had language in it that prohibited any
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of the funds in the bill from being used
to support the telemed components of
this, which are used to distribute RU-
486, or the legal drug name for RU-486,
which we know, Mr. Speaker, is an
abortion pill.

It has become a practice in Iowa
where Planned Parenthood is using
Iowa as an experimental State to do
what I call Skype robo-abortions.
Under the Food and Drug Administra-
tion regulations under RU-486, they are
required to have a physician present
who can conduct a number of emer-
gency procedures, if necessary, to ex-
amine the patient.

And Planned Parenthood has cir-
cumvented this. They’ve clearly vio-
lated the intent of the regulation. I be-
lieve they literally violate the regula-
tion of the FDA on RU-486, the abor-
tion pill, and have set up and have been
practicing what I call Skype robo-abor-
tions.

In other words, a young woman who
is pregnant would go to a Planned Par-
enthood center in Iowa, sit down in a
room where there is a computer screen
monitor in front of her on a desk that
has a drawer in it, usually. And there
are a number of different practices. A
physician who might be 1,000 miles
away is on the other end of the com-
puter Internet connection, and this
physician would then ask questions of
this soon-to-be mother. And once she
answers the questions to his satisfac-
tion, or her satisfaction, the physi-
cian’s satisfaction, there is a button
pushed, a little drawer opens up, and
the abortion pill rolls out and is there
for the individual to take the pill,
where she’s advised to go home now,
and your body will go through some
significant changes and will expel this
little baby. This is Skype robo-abor-
tions.

Under the grant program that is fa-
cilitated by funding within this Ag ap-
propriations bill, there have been al-
ready some grants that have been of-
fered and presented to Planned Parent-
hood that have been administered by
Health and Human Services, Kathleen
Sebelius’ agency.

I know this, Mr. Speaker, because 1
headed up a letter that was signed by
70 Members of Congress, asking for the
documentation and a form from Health
and Human Services: Are you providing
grants to abortion providers? to
Planned Parenthood specifically? That
answer was ‘‘yes.” And are these grants
for telemedicine? That’s the category
that’s in the bill, an Ag approps bill
that just passed this House. There is
$15 million for telemedicine.

Telemedicine is supposed to help so
we can do diagnosis or can remotely di-
agnose, not so that we can do remote
Skype robo-abortions. So the amend-
ment that passed here clearly says,
You can’t use any of the funds for tele-
medicine that would be used to dis-
tribute or used to facilitate the RU-486
abortion drug. And there’s a little
more precise language than that. Mr.
Speaker, I want to make it clear that
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I put the precise language into the
RECORD last night during the debate on
that amendment, the precise language,
which is the congressional intent for
this amendment. There is no misunder-
standing, however, Mr. Speaker, since
Planned Parenthood also scored this
vote and also interpreted it in the way
that I have just stated.

So I just simply clarify this into the
RECORD that these funds, under this ap-
propriations bill, will not go to tele-
medicine grants that could be used for
the purposes of facilitating the Skype
robo-abortions that I've described. And
I am grateful to the House of Rep-
resentatives for a significant majority
to pass that amendment. I am grateful
for the strong pro-life majority that
this Congress now has, the position
that this Congress has taken a number
of times, that it is, a lot of us believe,
immoral.

Some others won’t take that posi-
tion. They say, It is unjust to compel
taxpayers to fund abortions or to fund
the facilitation of abortions through
their tax dollars. In a way, it’s the ma-
jority in this Congress now, the pro-life
majority in this Congress, that has
given the American taxpayer the voice
of conscientious objection to the feder-
ally funded facilitation of abortions.

I am grateful that this Congress now
has this majority. I am grateful that
they’ve put this vote up again today,
and there have been multiple votes in
this new Congress that express the
very sentiment that I have just ex-
pressed. So I am expressing, Mr. Speak-
er, my gratitude to the House of Rep-
resentatives. And my commitment con-
tinues forward down this theme until
we can one day see an end to the ghast-
ly and ghoulish and gruesome proce-
dures that sometimes are described as
“women’s health services.” They are
not, and they are not good for women’s
health either, Mr. Speaker.

PIGFORD FARMS

So then I would transition into the
second amendment that I offered. Last
night, the vote was rolled on until
within the last couple of hours here in
the House of Representatives. That was
the amendment that addressed the
Pigford Farms issue. Now, this issue is
about the class action lawsuit that was
filed by a gentleman by the name of
Timothy Pigford in the aftermath of an
announcement that was made by then-
Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glick-
man in 1995.

The Secretary of Agriculture in ’95
admitted that the USDA had been dis-
criminating against black farmers.
That opened the door for a class action
lawsuit. The class action lawsuit has
been known as the Pigford suit because
it was Timothy Pigford that filed the
suit, and his claim was that he was dis-
criminated against. I believe that he
has been, at this point, compensated,
but I don’t have a way to prove that be-
cause the records for Pigford are
sealed. Congress at this point can’t get
at the records for the settlements in
the largest class action lawsuit in the
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history of the United States of Amer-
ica.

But here are the numbers, Mr. Speak-
er. The numbers work out to be this: In
1995, in anticipation of negotiations
with a consent decree on the black
farmers’ discrimination case against
the Department of Agriculture, they
anticipated 3,000 would be the sum
total universe of the black farmers who
had been discriminated against who
might file under the Pigford class ac-
tion lawsuit, 3,000. That’s out of a uni-
verse of 18,000 black farmers.

Now, whenever you are going to look
at the potential for how many appli-
cants there will be, you first look at
the total universe to determine then
what the percentage you think would
be filing claims of that total universe
and would actually have a claim.
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The 3,000 was surely calculated as, I
think, one-sixth of the overall total
universe of 18,000 black farmers. They
must have thought then, with an in-
formed judgment, that one out of six
black farmers had been discriminated
against and would file. Well, it didn’t
turn out to be one out of six black
farmers. It turned out to be about 112
out of every black farmer that filed
under Pigford I, not quite 1%. But
there ended up being 22,000 and some
odd claims with black farmers. So out
of that came 15,000 and some settle-
ments of, we believe, $50,000 at a min-
imum. And that, Mr. Speaker, was a
number of claims that was greater
than the number of actual black farm-
ers.

Now, I don’t have a problem with car-
rying this debate when I look at the
universe of 18,000 and I see that 22,000
and some filed a claim. Surely some of
those that filed a claim were not farm-
ers, and surely some of those who filed
a claim had not been discriminated
against. It took both of those standards
in order to pay out, presumably.

In any case, Pigford I was resolved.
$1.05 billion was paid out under the
Pigford claim of discrimination against
black farmers. $1.05 billion with a “b.”

I found out about this when a USDA
employee who had been deployed to
Washington, DC, in the very late nine-
ties or maybe early 2000 came back
home and was sick to his stomach that
he had had to distribute these millions
of dollars to people that he believed, 75
percent of them, at a minimum, had
filed a fraudulent claim. He brought
back the copies of those applications
and presented them to me and said,
please do something. This is an unjust
payout of people that allege their
victimhood of discrimination who were
not farmers, never wanted to farm,
didn’t know where the Farm Service
Administration was, the USDA office
was. But yet they had been recruited to
file the claim, and at least 75 percent
fraudulent.

So I took all those applications, and
I tell you, Mr. Speaker, I was blurred
by it. I couldn’t quite absorb all the
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implications by just reading the appli-
cation and hearing the description of
the individual that brought this back.
He’s not the only one. There are a
number of others who willingly have
come forward now and are willing to
testify, and some of whom, especially
in other States, that were directors of
the Farm Service Administration who
participated in the administration pay-
out of the first $1.05 billion. But since
that time, Pigford I was closed. It was
then extended again for any late filers
to get in, and then closed again. That’s
where we ended up with the 22,000 and
change.

After that, Mr. Speaker, there was an
effort that was brought forward here in
Congress by Artur Davis of Alabama in
one initiative, BOBBY ScOTT of Virginia
in another initiative to open this up
under Pigford II. There was also an ini-
tiative in the United States Senate.

One of the people that introduced
standalone legislation to open up
Pigford II was Barack Obama himself
as a United States Senator in the year
2007. The bill that he introduced was S.
1989. That legislation didn’t go any-
where. It didn’t have a single cospon-
sor, by my recollection, but it put the
marker down.

There was a very, I'll say, urban sen-
ator from Chicago who was engaged in
opening up a second round of Pigford
when, in Illinois, the State that he rep-
resented—and truly he represented all
of Illinois as a United States Senator—
there were only 78 black farmers in the
whole State. But the payout was 100 to
153 people. That’s just a little snapshot
measure of Illinois itself, without
breaking this down county by county.
Surely, I mean, it is certain that there
were more claims paid out in Pigford
than there were black farmers in Illi-
nois. And probably, I'll say that’s not
necessarily true in every single case in
every single county, but we know
that’s the case for Illinois.

At any rate, it became a political
tool, in my view. And as they tried to
open up Pigford II in the House, it
didn’t pass the House. When it did fi-
nally pass the House, it didn’t pass the
Senate. Finally in the Senate, during
the lame duck session late last fall—
actually, November 22—there was an
action that put the Pigford issue in to-
gether with the Cobell issue and the
other Native American claims on a bill
called the Claims Act. The Claims Act
included TANF funding, the Temporary
Assistance to Needy Family supple-
mental, that went in with the Claims
Act.

With all of this that was out there,
the Pigford case didn’t fit, but my back
channel information tells me that the
President ordered that Pigford be at-
tached to the Cobell and Claims Act,
which they did in the Senate. And be-
cause it rode along on a piece of must-
pass legislation, it passed out of the
Senate, was messaged over to the
House in November of last year, and
passed after the election so that the
discredited Congress, the lame duck
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Congress, voted to now appropriate an-
other $1.5 billion into Pigford II.

That, Mr. Speaker, goes on top of the
farm bill, which was a 2008 farm bill.
Sometimes I do better thinking about
this chronologically. But in 2007, when
we discussed and debated the farm bill
here in the House, the chairman of the
Ag Committee at the time, COLLIN PE-
TERSON of Minnesota, provided for and
supported language in the farm bill
that carved out a $100 million author-
ization for a second round of Pigford.
When I objected and I said, Mr. Chair-
man, that will open the door for $1.3
billion in additional money to go into
that fraudulent Pigford claim, his an-
swer was, No, it’s $100 million. That’s
the end of it. That’s the limit. That
caps it, and that settles all outstanding
claims. You don’t understand. This is
the end of it, and it makes sure that
it’s done and it doesn’t open up the
door beyond $100 million. We had a dis-
agreement—some would call it an argu-
ment—about whether that opened this
up to $1.3 billion, which is what I said—
that was my assertion, Mr. Speaker—
or whether the then-chairman of the
Ag Committee was right in that the
$100 million was the cap.

Well, in any case, we know now who
was right, because there is $1.25 billion
in the pipeline for a second Pigford
claim. $100 million of it was in the farm
bill, and $1.15 billion of it was stuck
into the Claims Act. And how did that
number get arrived at? According to
the Secretary of Agriculture, Tom
Vilsack, he told me that I voted for the
farm bill and directed him to go nego-
tiate with the black farmers as a
means of trying to put an end to this so
that it limited the potential liability
of the Federal Government.

No. When you go back and actually
look at what happened, I voted ‘‘no’’ on
the farm bill coming out of this House
because, in part, it had the Pigford $100
million in it; and the language that’s
there says this is the end, that this is
to resolve all outstanding unresolved
claims over Pigford, $100 million.

As the chairman of the Ag Com-
mittee, COLLIN PETERSON asserted
that’s the language that’s in the bill.
But the Secretary of Agriculture, Tom
Vilsack, and the Attorney General,
Eric Holder, took that and somehow in-
terpreted the plain language of the bill
to direct them to go open up a second
Pigford claim, which now turned into
an additional $1.15 billion on top of the
$100 million that was in the 2008 farm
bill.

Where we started out with 3,000 po-
tential claimants—excuse me—3,000
projected claimants to Pigford I, which
would be the total sum of the claims
out of a universe of 18,000 black farm-
ers, now we have 94,000 claims, Mr.
Speaker, 94,000 claims that have risen
to the bait of 1.25 billion additional
dollars. I'd point out, Mr. Speaker,
that if you just round that to the near-
est tenth of a billion dollars, I was spot
on in my prediction that it would be a
$1.3 billion door that was opened by the
$100 million in the farm bill.
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It has come to pass, just as I have
said. It has been slipped in, forced in,
pushed in, partly by the President of
the United States, I believe at his di-
rective. Certainly, he was delighted to
sign it.
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According to the Secretary of Agri-
culture, he believes he was directed by
the farm bill to go and negotiate with
the black farmers and open this up and
ask for an additional $1.15 billion. The
language limits; it doesn’t empower.
But he claims also the authority to ne-
gotiate in any case and that the Attor-
ney General has the authority to nego-
tiate in any case.

So here we are. When I asked the
Secretary of Agriculture, who has been
disciplined for perpetrating a total of
$2.3 billion of discrimination against
94,000 people who claim to be black
farmers, ‘“‘who are they? who’s been
fired? who’s had charges brought
against them?’’ the answer, after a few
questions, is ‘“‘no one.”

Think of this, Mr. Speaker: $2.3 bil-
lion worth of discrimination allegedly
brought against black farmers—agreed
to, apparently, by the Secretary of Ag-
riculture and the Attorney General.
They’re looking for justice, and they
can’t find a single perpetrator of dis-
crimination, and they’re the ones that
hired them. The checks go out today to
employees of the USDA under the guid-
ance of Secretary Vilsack. In not one
of them can he uncover as a discrimi-
nator or perpetrator as even a part of
the $2.3 billion that they allege was
discrimination that took place, not one
perpetrator on his payroll, even though
every perpetrator had to be on his pay-
roll or the payroll of his predecessors.

They can find 94,000 victims where
only the universe of 18,000 exists, but
he can’t find a single individual that
perpetrated discrimination. And we are
to believe in the United States Con-
gress that somehow this is just an ex-
ample of where government went
wrong and discriminated, and we’re
trying to right a wrong with a check-
book that comes from money borrowed
from the Chinese and goes to people
that could not have been farmers in the
first place and could not, all of them,
been discriminated against.

I can go further in that we have a
whole list of discrimination claims
that come from a county where the su-
pervisors in the USDA office were all
black. It’s kind of hard for me to get
my mind around how it can be racial
discrimination of people by the same
race against people of the same race.
That’s a little hard to define. When the
Irish go at each other, they don’t call
it racial discrimination—just to put
that in a metaphorical position so that
people understand it clearly, Mr.
Speaker.

I am very concerned that too many
Members of this Congress understand
how much fraud exists in Pigford, and
they just don’t want to put up the vote;
they just don’t want to put up the
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words to correct this and call it what it
is. I'll say that the fear of being ac-
cused of not having the will to face a
difficult subject matter is superceded
by the fear of being called a racist, so
they walk away from it.

I believe this: We must have equal
justice under the law. We cannot con-
tinue to be a great country unless we
continue to have equal justice under
the law. That means that you deal with
people without regard to their race,
their ethnicity, or their national ori-
gin—or their gender, by the way, or
their disability or their age. All of
those things are immutable character-
istics. Well, almost all of them are im-
mutable characteristics. But it’s de-
fined clearly in title VII of the Civil
Rights Act, Mr. Speaker, and broad-
ened in some of the civil rights sec-
tions that take place within our
States, which I abide by and live by.

But we cannot, Mr. Speaker, be a
great Nation if we’re always going to
shrink away from difficult subjects, if
we are going to pay out borrowed tax-
payer money. We’re borrowing 42 cents
on every dollar. Some of that money is
borrowed from the Chinese; some of it’s
borrowed from the Saudi Arabians. And
we would take that money and borrow
it and hand it to people and say please
don’t raise a fuss. I know that you are
a minority; therefore, you must have
been victimized at some place along
the line.

This is being sold and marketed in
the South in a number of different
ways—fish fries in the South, some-
times in black churches in the South.
And they say to the people that attend
those kinds of gatherings things such
as this: You know, you don’t have to be
a farmer. If your granddaddy was a
farmer, you’re a farmer. If you’re the
grandson of a farmer, you were dis-
criminated against because surely
somebody discriminated against your
grandfather, and surely he would have
been a rich farmer had they not done
that, and surely you would have inher-
ited the farm or some of the money
that he made from that, so you’ve been
discriminated against. If your grand-
daddy was a farmer, you’re a farmer.
You file. It’s natural that you were dis-
criminated against.

The regulations and the standards on
this and the proof is so low that all an
applicant has to do is allege that there
was discrimination and then find some-
one who is not a close family member
who will attest that they complained
about being discriminated against.

So Joe and George can get together
and say, let’s go file mutual applica-
tions and allege that we wanted to be
farmers, we were discriminated
against, and we complained. An auto-
matic $50,000 check goes to them out of
the borrowed money of American tax-
payers, along with a $12,500 check that
goes to the IRS to pay the tax liability.
And they had the temerity, some of
them, to complain that they weren’t
also getting their estate tax waived. So
the money that would be settled goes
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into the estate if someone dies, obvi-
ously, and they didn’t want to have to
pay an estate tax on their inheritance.
Now we can have a $1 million exemp-
tion, a $3 million or $5 million exemp-
tion. They still don’t want to have to
pay the tax beyond the exemption.
That is not just temerity; that’s audac-
ity.

And another component of this, Mr.
Speaker, is this part: that the largest
civil rights class action lawsuit settle-
ment in the history of the United
States is Pigford. The single individual
who has received the greatest settle-
ment from that is Shirley Sherrod—
Shirley Sherrod, the former USDA em-
ployee whom the Secretary of Agri-
culture, Tom Vilsack, hired 3 days
after she received news that she was
going to receive $13 million in her
claim against Pigford. That was on
July 22. He hired her on July 25.

Later on, when a speech that she
gave before the NAACP came to light,
then the Secretary fired her like that.
I don’t believe that that was an act
that was his decision alone. I find the
Secretary to be a wise, smart and a
careful, well-prepared man—however
often I disagree with him. I believe
that order came from the White House.
And he tried to hire her back. It didn’t
work until some weeks ago. Now she’s
back on the payroll, having filed a law-
suit against who? The guy who pub-
lished the truth, Andrew Breitbart.

These are all things that this Con-
gress needs to get to the bottom of, Mr.
Speaker. This Congress needs to, if we
have to, subpoena the records, go
through the 94,000 applications, sort
them, chart them, evaluate them,
bring people under oath, gather testi-
mony, do a complete investigation of
what I believe is a fraud that’s been
perpetrated against the American tax-
payer and done so within several dif-
ferent administrations. Some I believe
was motivated for less than stellar rea-
sons.

I think whenever someone has been
discriminated against in these cases,
we need to make them whole if we can.
I support that. I think we did that for
almost all of them in Pigford I. I think
we made a bunch of people whole that
did not have it coming, and then, by a
legislative shenanigan and action of
the White House, opened up a Pigford
II that put the taxpayer on the hook
for an additional $1.15 billion.

Now that sum is up to $2.3 billion,
Mr. Speaker—$2.3 billion, 94,000 claims
where there was 18,000 black farmers
and an expectation of only 3,000 claims
altogether, not a single identified per-
petrator of discrimination, and Con-
gress can’t look at the records. Con-
gress can’'t get a straight answer. A
Freedom of Information Act request is
denied by the USDA because it’s sen-
sitive? Sensitive? But the USDA re-
leases as public all of the information
that goes in farm subsidies. That’s out
there. And people go on the Web site
and complain about the farm subsidies
that are there. Why, if you’re a farmer,
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should the subsidies that come to your
operation be public knowledge, but if
you are one who has alleged you’ve
been discriminated against, your
records are secret even from the United
States Congress?
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That is all wrong, Mr. Speaker. We
know that. The conscience of this Con-
gress has spoken today; 152 of us have
spoken up, and I think the foundation
for legitimate hearings has been heard.

TRIBUTE TO CHIEF WARRANT OF-
FICER BRADLEY GAUDET AND
REMARKS ON AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, on Sun-
day, June 5, the State of Texas and our
Nation lost a true hero. Chief Warrant
Officer Brad Gaudet was killed in Af-
ghanistan after his helicopter crashed
near Kabul.

Brad was the best and brightest of
what the First Congressional District
of Texas has to offer. Raised in Lufkin,
Texas, and a graduate of Stephen F.
Austin University, he was truly a son
of East Texas.

General MacArthur once said, ‘“‘Duty,
Honor, Country: Those three hallowed
words reverently dictate what you
ought to be, what you can be, what you
will be. They are your rallying points:
To build courage when courage seems
to fail; to regain faith when there
seems to be little cause for faith; to
create hope when hope becomes for-
lorn.” For Brad, these three ideas were
not just to strive for. He understood
them, he embodied them, he lived
them.

Brad, just 31 years old, was a hus-
band, a father, a son, and a brother.
Outgoing and aggressive, Brad truly
personified the Army’s old slogan, ‘“‘Be
All You Can Be.” The summer before
his senior year in high school, Brad
joined the Reserves and went to boot
camp. His family joked that he was
never more prepared for the upcoming
high school football season than he was
that year.

Upon graduating from Stephen F.
Austin University in Nacogdoches,
Texas, Brad enlisted in the Army and
was sent to Fort Rucker in Alabama.
There he pursued his dream of flying
and graduating from flight school. The
next stage of his military service
brought him to Fort Drum in New
York, where he met the love of his life,
Ginny.

During his second deployment, Brad
achieved Pilot in Command rank, a
highly-skilled specialty officer which is
very difficult to achieve for those who
are not commissioned officers. This
speaks to his hard work, his out-
standing training, his performances,
the respect his superiors had for him.

A true family man, last month Brad
rushed home from his third deployment
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in Afghanistan just in time to help
with the delivery of his newly born
daughter, Addyson. His family will al-
ways remember his great sense of
humor, his infectious smile, his kind
heart, and his desire to brighten any-
one’s day.

Today I want to extend my prayers
and condolences to Brad’s wife, Ginny;
his two young daughters, Tealie and
Addyson; his parents, his relatives and
his friends. Their American warrior is
home. He has met his maker, his mas-
ter. His duty is done and he is at peace.

George Orwell said, “We sleep safely
in our beds because rough men stand
ready in the night to visit violence on
those who would do us harm.”

A grateful Nation is so very proud of
this son of HEast Texas. We grieve the
loss of our warrior brother. We honor
Brad for his courage, his sacrifice and
his selfless commitment to duty, honor
and country. He gave his all in service
for the sake of safety, freedom and lib-
erty.

May God bless the sacrifices and the
last full measure of devotion that Brad
Gaudet paid, and may he bless us all
because he was such a patriot.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would ask occupants in the gal-
lery to please refrain from applause.

Mr. GOHMERT. I would like to ad-
dress myself for a moment to Afghani-
stan. That is where Brad Gaudet and so
many Americans have fought and have
died. It was the place where the
Taliban flourished. They trained ter-
rorists; they prepared for the chance to
come Kkill thousands of Americans in
New York City; they came up with
plans to kill Americans in other places
in the United States, so it was impor-
tant that we go take out the home
bases of the Taliban.

For those that know the history of
our fighting in Afghanistan, they know
that what we initially did was send in
advisers and trainers and people to
help the Afghans to fight and take out
the Taliban, and in fact a group that
proved most helpful was the Northern
Alliance. Some say it was run by war-
lords, but these tribal regions with
their leaders accepted munitions, ac-
cepted training, accepted what it took
to bring war upon the Taliban, and
they whipped the Taliban, at least
until later when the Taliban resurged.

But after the Northern Alliance de-
feated the Taliban, we did something
that I was not aware of, until some of
the warlords or Northern Alliance lead-
ers wanted to sit down with somebody
from our government and our State De-
partment they said had refused to meet
with them.

These were the leaders of groups who
risked their lives. Many in the group
lost their lives fighting the Taliban,
and whipped them. And when my friend
DANA ROHRABACHER said, Hey, these
folks want to meet with somebody
from the U.S. Government, the State
Department won’t meet with them,
will you go with me, I said sure.
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Initially we were going to try to
meet near northern Afghanistan, but
when the Uzbeks found out, as I under-
stand it, they didn’t want to give visas
to these people. We thought maybe we
would meet in India, and they didn’t
want to give them visas. So at the last
minute we arranged to meet in Berlin.
Five of the nine did meet.

Something that many Americans
don’t realize, the Taliban in preparing
for 9/11 knew that there was a man who
was charismatic, who was a powerful
leader, who had the chance to bring to-
gether Afghanistan as a nation, the Af-
ghans as a people. Even though it is so
very tribal, one person had the chance
to really pull it all together, and on ei-
ther September 9 or September 10 of
2001, he was boldly assassinated so that
when a day later 9/11 occurred there
would be nobody that the U.S. could
really turn to as one individual to rally
Afghans against the Taliban.

O 1520

They took him out before they com-
mitted their act of atrocity against
Americans. They knew what they were
doing. They planned well. But our
American soldiers know what they’re
doing. And when we sent special forces
and intelligence folks to help, they
were able to whip the Taliban. And I
didn’t realize until we met with these
Northern Alliance leaders that after
they initially whipped the Taliban, we
demanded that they disarm. According
to them, they were told, Look, we’re
the United States of America. You
have nothing to fear. We’re here. We’ll
make sure that you’re not harmed. You
fought for wus. You whipped the
Taliban. It was our mutual enemy. And
so turn in all of your weapons.

I said, You turned in everything?
They said, Well, we’ve got some small
arms. We can’t fight the Taliban with
the little bit we’ve got left. We gave all
of that back—plus some of our own.
And the Taliban has re-surged. The war
has gone on much longer than it should
have. There were reports of corruption.
The poppy production has surged much
more than anything else there in Af-
ghanistan. And what they had heard
was that our government was negoti-
ating directly with Karzai, the leader
of Afghanistan, and with Pakistan.
And what they had been hearing was
that our government was negotiating
indirectly with the Taliban itself. They
want to destroy America. And the word
that they had gotten was basically that
the United States just wanted out, and
if they would let us get out without a
major incident, between the Taliban,
Karzai, Pakistan, they could just di-
vide things up however they wanted.

I want our troops, I want our people,
I want our resources out of Afghani-
stan. But we’ve got to make sure that
people like Brad Gaudet and so many
others that have given their lives
haven’t done it for nothing. But it
seems that that initial success may
have given us a good roadmap to how
you succeed in Afghanistan. Equip the
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