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today stands as one of the few jus-
tifications for passage of the law to
still hold much truth or credibility.

Then supporters said it wouldn’t cost
a dime; yet last week, the nonpartisan
Congressional Budget Office stated
they now expect the law to cost $1.76
trillion over 10 years. That’s nearly
double the $940 billion originally
claimed.

Supporters said it would bring down
costs; yet these new mandates have
helped result in premium increases of
up to 9 percent in my home State of
Pennsylvania.

Today we remain committed to re-
pealing and replacing this costly and
dangerous law, piece by piece, if nec-
essary. We take a great step today by
repealing a provision that would other-
wise cede the responsibility of Congress
to an unelected and wunaccountable
Medicare rationing board. This meas-
ure is yet another facet of that com-
mitment.

THE PRESIDENT NEEDS TO GET
WITH THE PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, last week President Obama was in
an oilfield in New Mexico, and the
President said:

Under my administration, America is pro-
ducing more oil today than at any time in
the last 8 years. That’s a fact. That is a fact.

He went on to say:

You have my word that we will keep drill-
ing everywhere we can, and we’ll do it while
protecting the health and safety of the
American people.

And he said:

A recent independent analysis showed that
over the last 36 years, there’s been no con-
nection between the amount of oil that we
drill in this country and the price of gaso-
line.

““There’s no connection,” he went on
to say. And then the President added:

Even if we drilled every square inch of this
country, we’d still only have 2, 3, or 4 per-
cent of the world’s known oil reserves.

That’s just not true. It’s just simply
not true. Today, on television, the
former president of Shell Oil, John
Hofmeister, said—and he ought to
know, he was in the oil business. He
says that there is a trillion—a trillion,
get that; not a billion, but a trillion-
plus barrels of oil in America, more oil
than there is in Saudi Arabia, and it’s
not counted by the President, and he’s
misleading the American people.

The reason he said that is because
when the President talked about the
increase in o0il production, he was talk-
ing about the increase in oil production
on private land outside the Federal
Government’s grip.

When you talk about the Federal
lands, where we know there’s tons of
oil, oil production fell by 11 percent
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last year. It went down. So we’re not
drilling for that oil. We’re not drilling
off the Continental Shelf. We’re not
drilling in the Gulf of Mexico. We’'re
not drilling in Alaska and the ANWR.
We’re not using coal oil shale for oil.

And so we could have another trillion
barrels of oil, much more than we’ll
ever need, more than in Saudi Arabia,
if we just did what the President says
that we’re already doing. But we’re not
doing it.

I'm going to be down here on the
floor next week, and I'm going to show
that the applications for permits to
drill in this country have gone down,
gone down by 36 percent since Presi-
dent Obama took office in 2008. So he
says we're drilling everywhere. The
permits that have been requested by
the oil companies and those who will
produce gasoline in this country have
gone down by 36 percent since the
President took office.

Now, let me just end up by saying
this: the price of gasoline, from 2000 to
2009, was an average of $2.09 a gallon.
The average retail price of gasoline
when President Obama took office was
$1.85 a gallon. And the average price of
gasoline today is $3.88 a gallon, and ev-
erybody in America knows that. That’s
an increase of 86 percent.

So when the President goes on these
trips around the country to make
statements to the American people
about the great things they’re doing
for energy production in this country,
he should get his facts correct. Either
he’s misleading us intentionally or
somebody’s giving him the wrong infor-
mation. But we have an abundance of
energy in this country that’s not being
tapped.

I have no problem with us looking at
alternative energy sources like solar,
wind, geothermal, all those things, nu-
clear, but those things are going to
take a long time, and we’re still going
to have to depend on oil and fossil fuels
for many years to come. And the Presi-
dent needs to tell the truth and get
with the program.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the
President.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, let me just say, if I may, that I try
my best not to direct any comments to
the President. When I speak on the
floor, I usually say, “‘If I were talking
to the President.” So I always qualify
that.

Thank you very much. With that, Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

———

THE 21ST CENTURY BATTLEFIELD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. WEST) is recognized for the re-
mainder of the hour as the designee of
the majority leader.

Mr. WEST. Mr. Speaker, throughout
the history of the world, there has al-
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ways been conflict between nations and
among people. Wars have been fought
to conquer land. Wars have been fought
to acquire resources. Wars have been
fought to spread ideas.

What is constant is that with each
succeeding battle, both the tools and
the techniques of warfare have pro-
gressed. From the earliest days of
using rocks and sticks to the advance-
ment of bows and arrows to flintlock
and then automatic weapons, to TNT,
atomic and nuclear bombs, man has
continued to find ways, new ways of in-
flicting greater destruction on each
other.

My father served in World War II. My
older brother served in Vietnam. I, my-
self, served in Operations Desert Shield
and Desert Storm, Iraqi Freedom, and
Enduring Freedom, and my nephew
continues to serve in the United States
Army and has already been deployed to
Afghanistan twice.

The only thing we know for sure is
that the enemies my nephew has faced
and will face in the future are alto-
gether different from the enemy my fa-
ther found in Europe and my brother
found in Southeast Asia. Unlike any
conflict this Nation has ever under-
taken, from Lexington and Concord to
Gettysburg and Antietam, from Bel-
leau Wood and the Marne to Normandy
and Iwo Jima, from the Chosin Res-
ervoir to Khe Sanh, to the Persian
Gulf, this 21st century battlefield is
not defined by columns, fronts, uni-
forms, or borders but, rather, about
one ideology against another.

Today, Mr. Speaker, I want to speak
about this 21st century battlefield, one
that is vastly different from any we
have faced before. If we are not as pre-
pared to fight in this new virtual envi-
ronment as we would be to fight in un-
familiar physical surroundings, it will
be just as likely to effect our downfall
as the jungles in Indochina were to the
colonial French troops.
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Mr. Speaker, it is clear the United
States Congress, the media, and Ameri-
cans are truly focused on the dire eco-
nomic situation here at home, and I
share those concerns.

I also recognize the importance of
not turning our backs on the principal
obligation vested in us as elected lead-
ers to protect and defend the United
States of America against enemies, for-
eign and domestic.

The wars that my father and brother
fought in and the Cold War we were en-
gaged in when we first put on those
uniforms 30 years ago, all of them were
clearly defined. We knew our enemy.
We knew his tactics. We knew his
weapons and the uniform he wore. We
even, at times, Mr. Speaker, laid down
our arms temporarily to observe reli-
gious holidays like Christmas and Tet.
But with the advent of the 21st century
battlefield, that paradigm no longer
exists. If we are going to achieve our
objectives, we must be ready to adapt
to changing circumstances. We cannot
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simply understand our enemy; we must
define it.

In 2012, more than 10 years after the
Twin Towers fell in the city of which
you, Mr. Speaker, represent, there is
still a debate in this country about
whom we’re fighting.

So today, let us set aside political
correctness in order to fully define the
enemy we’ve been at war with for dec-
ades, since years before commercial
airliners slammed into the Pentagon,
crashed in a field in Pennsylvania, and
took the lives of over 2,000 citizens in
New York.

Let me be perfectly clear: the free
world is not engaged in a war on terror.
Terrorism is a tactic, Mr. Speaker, and
no nation or coalition of nations can go
to war against a tactic.

For instance, the United States was
not engaged in a war against the Blitz-
krieg or the Kamikaze in 1941 through
1945. Al Qaeda and the Taliban are in-
deed our enemy, but we are not at war
with al Qaeda or the Taliban. They are
simply the regiments and battalions of
the ideological army to which they be-
long.

The United States was not at war
with the 12th German Panzer Division
or the b5th Japanese Infantry Regi-
ment from 1941 to 1945. In fact, before
the rise of al Qaeda, the terrorist group
that had inflicted the most damage on
the United States was Hezbollah. And
let us never forget the loss in the Bei-
rut bombing of those 240-some-odd ma-
rines. Today, Hezbollah has evolved
into a highly capable military force,
albeit one without state or uniform. So
capable, in fact, they have armed mis-
siles within striking distance of every
city in Israel. Yet several American

Presidential administrations have
failed to clearly identify Hezbollah as
an enemy.

Until we as a Nation are able to cor-
rectly and openly identify our enemy,
we will continue to put our men and
women on the ground in harm’s way
without a clear mission for success.

On this 21st century battlefield, we
are not fighting against a single orga-
nization, a single leader, or a single na-
tion. We are, Mr. Speaker, fighting
against a radical Islamic fundamen-
talism which knows no country, recog-
nizes no borders, and wears no uniform.
It is Islamism, a theocratic political
totalitarian ideology, no different from
Nazism, fascism, and communism,
which threatens the free world. Our
enemy does not distinguish between
combatants, be them lawful combat-
ants, unlawful combatants, or even
noncombatants, as required by the Ge-
neva Convention. Our enemy does not
distinguish between military and civil-
ian targets.

So, Mr. Speaker, how do we under-
stand the complexities of this global
conflagration in which we are engaged,
and how do we make the changes nec-
essary to defeat it? With the appro-
priate strategic level of perspective,
because we will never lose at the tac-
tical level on the ground because the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

United States has the best soldiers,
sailors, airmen, marines, and coast-
guardsmen the world has ever known.
But without the correct strategic and
operational goals, we’ll be on the pro-
verbial hamster wheel. No matter how
much effort we exert, we will not make
forward progress.

So, now that we have defined the
enemy, we must develop strategic im-
peratives.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that there are
three strategic imperatives: to engage,
to deter, and to strike. We must clear-
ly, then, identify specific strategic
level objectives, and there are four.

First, Mr. Speaker, we must deny the
enemy sanctuary. The number one
asset our military has is its strategic
mobility. When that is curtailed by a
focus on nation-building or occupation-
style warfare, we eliminate our pri-
mary advantage and, worse, turn our
military forces into targets, because
this enemy truly indeed has no respect
for those borders and boundaries.
Therefore, we must be willing to take
the fight directly to him.

Second, we must interdict the en-
emy’s flow of men, material, and re-
sources. We have to cut off the enemy’s
ability to fund, supply, and replenish
his ranks. As my colleague just spoke,
our own energy independence is a vital
part of that goal.

Third, we must, Mr. Speaker, win the
information war. Unfortunately, the
enemy is far more adept at exploiting
the power of the Internet, broadcast
media, and dissemination of powerful
imagery. In addition, I fear that there
are some in our media who now see
themselves as an ideological political
wing. If we cannot fully utilize infor-
mation as a resource and part of our
national power, we will lose this battle,
if not our country.

The great example of this occurred
during the Tet Offensive, when the
North Vietnamese used information to
their benefit against a superior Amer-
ican fighting force. Despite their own
troops being badly depleted in the at-
tack, our enemies were able to paint
the outcome as a devastating loss for
the United States. A former Vietcong
Minister of Justice, Truong Nhu Tang,
would later write:

It is a major irony of the Vietnam War
that our propaganda transmuted this mili-
tary debacle into a brilliant victory, giving
us new leverage in our diplomatic efforts, in-
citing the American antiwar movement, and
disheartening the Washington planners.

Today, the Islamic fundamentalist
enemy collectively portrays them-
selves as the victims of imperialism.
Just as the Axis and Communist pow-
ers defined the free world as aggressors
in order to cover up their crimes and
designs for global domination, totali-
tarian Islam seeks to replicate the
exact same strategy.

The now-deceased Osama bin Laden
incited violence against Americans by
invoking just such language when he
said:

U.S. soldiers only fight for capitalists,
usury takers, and the merchants of arms and
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oil, including the gang of crime at the White
House. Under these circumstances, there will
be no harm if the interests of Muslims con-
verge with the interests of socialists in the
fight against the crusaders.

Mr. Speaker, fourth, as far as stra-
tegic objectives, we must cordon off
the enemy and reduce his sphere of in-
fluence. We have to shrink the enemy’s
territory and not allow any political,
cultural, educational, and financial in-
filtration into the United States.

What happened with Major Malik
Nadal Hasan at Fort Hood, Texas,
should not have been possible in this
country. We must not turn a blind eye
to a bold enemy who is telling us ex-
actly what he wants to do and who is
willing to bring the battle to our door-
steps.

Furthermore, for us to classify this
jihadist attack as workplace violence
defies sanity.

It is important that we must not
hamstring our troops through the rules
of engagement. Let us trust our men
and women who are fighting for the
preservation of this great constitu-
tional Republic, and that includes our
domestic law enforcement.

These should be our goals: deny the
enemy sanctuary, cut off his flow of re-
sources, use information to our advan-
tage, and reduce his sphere of influ-
ence.

We must recognize that Iraq and Af-
ghanistan are not wars but combat the-
aters of operation. It is up to our elect-
ed leaders and strategic-level military
officials to identify and agree on the
correct goals and objectives.

Beyond identifying the enemy and
defining our objectives in kinetic bat-
tle, we must also understand and rec-
ognize the truly nonkinetic conflicts of
the 21st century battlefield. One need
only review the collapse of the Soviet
Union to understand great nations can
be toppled economically as well as
militarily.

In fact, one country paid particular
close attention to the fall of the Soviet
Union, and that was China. In fact,
China’s efforts to modernize its econ-
omy were taken explicitly from the
playbook of Lenin during the period of
the New Economic Policy.

Lenin sought to place market mecha-
nisms in a Communist economy to pre-
serve the rule of the party and mod-
ernize this war’s industries. It also
sought to deceive the West into believ-
ing that communism had been weak-
ened and was, therefore, a less formi-
dable opponent.
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China, Mr. Speaker, has been mim-
icking this tactic for decades. It’s time
that we took notice. Currently, the
United States is providing a great eco-
nomic advantage to China by allowing
them to have an incredible trade sur-
plus and hold nearly 30 percent of our
debt. We must recognize that China is
not using that advantage to improve
the standard of living of its citizens.
Instead, it is taking its economic edge
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to the 21st century battlefield. Within
10 years, the world’s largest blue-water
Navy will fly not under a United States
but a Chinese flag.

Why is that important?

Because no matter how technology
changes in the future, the Earth’s sur-
face will still be covered 70 percent by
water. All of the great civilizations—
from the Venetians, to the Romans, to
the Portuguese, Spanish, Dutch,
English, and the Japanese—understood
that the power and reach of a nation is
extended not through a great army but
through a strong navy. In 1990, the
United States possessed 570 naval war
vessels. Today, we have 285—projected
to go even lower. If we cannot protect
the sea lanes of commerce, we leave
ourselves vulnerable, not just mili-
tarily, but economically to a power in
China that continues to seek world
communism as its ultimate goal, irref-
utably so.

Mr. Speaker, I could spend the entire
Special Order talking about China, be-
cause I believe, in this century, China
could become the premier dominant
nation in the world. And while the re-
lationship between China and the
United States is based on mutual needs
at this moment, I am concerned for the
day when China realizes this relation-
ship is more of a hindrance than a
need, and we always need to prepare if
that day is to come.

As a veteran of Operation Iraqi Free-
dom, who served during the initial bat-
tles of that conflict, I am proud to be
among the more than 1 million Ameri-
cans who served in Iraq. What my fel-
low comrades in arms achieved in that
country is nothing short of historic.
Together, we defeated one of history’s
most tyrannical dictatorships and re-
placed it with what could be a free and
democratic Muslim government. Amer-
ican soldiers, sailors, airmen, and ma-
rines beat back a radical Islamic insur-
gency and helped create what we hope
for—an ally and partner in freedom.

I will never forget those with whom I
served and those who served after I left
that battlefield. I will always remem-
ber the sacrifice borne by so many
servicemembers and their families.
However, I have to question the mo-
tives of President Barack Obama in an-
nouncing a full withdrawal of Amer-
ican forces in October of 2011. Did the
President press the commanders on the
ground before making that decision?
What kind of message does our sudden
withdrawal send to our allies, such as
the Kurds in the northern part of Iraq?
Do they feel abandoned yet again? My
fear is that political expediency drove
that decision, not recommendations
from the military leadership, not a
strategic understanding of the 21st cen-
tury battlefield.

For over 10 years, our Nation has
been on the offensive against Islamic
totalitarianism, radical Islamic ter-
rorism, and specific individuals who
want to harm our country and kill our
citizens. Ten years ago, a band of thugs
declared war on the United States, our
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fellow Americans, and our way of life.
The last decade in Afghanistan has
seen peaks and valleys, triumph and
tragedy, unspeakable horror and un-
imaginable bravery during our long
and difficult march towards victory.

While a decade may seem like a long
period of time, we must remember that
our enemies have been at war with our
way of life for nearly a generation.
From Beirut to the Khobar Towers,
from the USS Cole to the first bombing
of the World Trade Center, from the
total destruction of the United States
Embassies in Kenya and Tanzania to
September 11, we must never forget
that we did not choose this fight—the
fight chose us.

While we may not have executed this
combat operation perfectly—but then
no war ever has been—we cannot pre-
tend that radical Islam does not exist.
The killings of Osama bin Laden and
other radical terrorist leaders are sig-
nificant victories. However, the fight
continues. There is evil in this world
that must be confronted lest our Na-
tion sees more of its citizens maimed
and killed in acts of terror.

I will continue to urge our President
and his administration, my colleagues
on Capitol Hill, and our congressional
leadership to pressure Pakistan to
crack down on terrorists within their
borders. A particular concern is the
Haqqani network, which is responsible
for so much violence and bloodshed. I
urge our leaders on both sides of the
aisle to finish what was started in this
part of the world.

Ten years after September 11, it re-
mains absolutely vital to our national
security that we succeed in Afghani-
stan. And how do we define ‘‘success’?
We cannot grant the enemy another
opportunity to use that country as a
home base for planning strikes against
our Nation. Deny the enemy sanctuary.
Unconditional withdrawal from Af-
ghanistan, as we have done in Iraq,
without considering the ground situa-
tion or the advice of top military ad-
visers, would be absolutely reckless.
Allowing Afghanistan to revert to its
previous condition under Taliban con-
trol overturns the progress made so
dearly by our forces, and it creates new
threats to all Americans and this
world.

Let me be clear. If we exit without
delivering a crushing blow to the
Taliban and other extremists therein,
they will bring the fight to us. And
while I believe the men and women
serving in Afghanistan are performing
bravely, above and beyond, it is vital
that they are given all the tools nec-
essary to succeed. We must ensure that
they have the proper equipment, the
proper weapons systems, a clearly de-
fined mission, but, most importantly,
flexible rules of engagement that do
not needlessly put their lives at risk.

Mr. Speaker, recently Prime Min-
ister Benjamin Netanyahu was in the
United States, delivering remarks that
reinforce that the State of Israel is a
bright light in a dark ocean of tyranny
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and oppression. Israel must be allowed
to defend itself from external and in-
ternal aggression. The Israeli people
must be allowed to continue to build
within their own borders, and Jeru-
salem must be recognized, irrefutably,
as the Nation’s only capital. Further-
more, the United States must stand by
Israel’s side in the face of a United Na-
tions which clearly views the State of
Israel through a lens tinged with anti-
Semitic hatred, which, unfortunately,
we just saw played out in France.

Anything less than full support for
Israel and its citizens at the United Na-
tions by the United States Government
is simply unacceptable. I am concerned
that Israel, America’s strongest and
most loyal ally in the Middle East, has
become more isolated and vilified since
Barack Obama became President than
ever before in its existence, and I be-
lieve the United States Congress has a
solemn duty to ensure that the home-
land of the Jewish people remains as
such.

The United States and Israel share
the common bonds of freedom, liberty,
and democracy, and the right to wor-
ship in the name of any religion as you
see fit. We share a common enemy,
though, in radical Islam, and we have
both seen our citizens murdered by
these terrorist thugs. We are, indeed,
each other’s greatest ally, for without
the United States Israel would not
exist, and without Israel the United
States would soon fall.

Today, the bonds between us must be
stronger than ever because those bonds
are threatened as never before. Israel,
Mr. Speaker, is a small country sur-
rounded by enemies. The TUnited
States, however, is a large country
being infiltrated by the same enemies.
Like us, the Israelis seek only to be
one nation under God, with liberty and
justice for all. And as the Bible makes
clear in Leviticus, chapter 25, verse 10,
our purpose is ‘“‘to proclaim liberty
throughout all the land unto all the in-
habitants thereof.”

The bottom line is this: our Judeo-
Christian faith heritage calls us to
duty to stand beside the modern-day
State of Israel. Therefore, Mr. Speaker,
if we discuss Israel, we must discuss
the Palestinian Authority. It is quite
simple. No entity that aligns itself
with a group that calls for the com-
plete and total destruction of another
country should ever be granted state-
hood.

I will never support funding for the
Palestinian Authority or the recogni-
tion of a Palestinian state as long as
they are reconciled and connected with
Hamas. Further, I have cosponsored
House Resolution 394, to support
Israel’s right to annex Judea and Sa-
maria, if the Palestinian Authority
continues to press for the unilateral
recognition of Palestinian statehood at
the United Nations.

A United Nations-recognized Pales-
tinian state could place Israelis under
the sovereignty of a group that ac-
tively seeks their destruction. This is
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unacceptable, Mr. Speaker, and in the
absence of a negotiated peace agree-
ment, Israel has the right to protect its
citizens living in Judea and Samaria by
annexing those territories.
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There cannot be peace without a
growing peace party. Now more than
ever is a time to stand with our ally
Israel. And thanks in large part to the
so-called Arab Spring of democratic
revolutionaries, Israel is beleaguered
and surrounded by hostility on all
sides. The Israeli Embassy in Cairo,
Egypt, was almost seized. And Turkey,
once a prominent ally, has even shown
intimations of threatening Israel with
war. All the while, Hamas terrorists in
Gaza fire rockets into Israeli cities on
a pretty much daily basis.

There is a realistic chance that many
European countries will recognize a
Palestinian state. Russia is already of-
fering enthusiastic support for a dec-
laration of statehood. And last year,
President Obama expressed his hope for
such an outcome. The Palestinians are
now using that support as part of their
media campaign.

Even the Democrat Party is opposing
Congresswoman ILEANA ROS-
LEHTINEN’s commonsense legislation,
House Resolution 2829. This bill seeks
more transparency and accountability
within the United Nations, an organi-
zation that allows countries like
China, Cuba, Saudi Arabia, and others
to control the Human Rights Council.

The bill also requires steps to be
taken to dismantle terrorist infra-
structures and arrest terrorists, con-
trol Palestinian security organizations,
and end the incitement of violence and
hatred in the Palestinian media, edu-
cational institutions, and mosques.
And most importantly, it requires the
United Nations to recognize Israel’s
right to exist as a Jewish state.

I am pleased to support this legisla-
tion and commend my Florida col-
league, the chairwoman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, for intro-
ducing this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, let’s be clear: there is
no greater threat to Israel and the
United States today than the develop-
ment of nuclear weapons by Iran.
President Obama has tried to take the
diplomatic route when negotiating
with Iran, but that is an effort that has
indisputably failed. Iran has twice sent
their warships through the Suez Canal
within the last year in a blatant mes-
sage to Israel. And recently, an Iranian
defense official threatened to send war-
ships to the east coast of the United
States of America.

I believe Iran poses a genuine threat
to democracies around the world. Ira-
nian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad
spouts hatred against freedom of
speech and religion everywhere while
opposing his own people at home. Fur-
ther, he denies the Holocaust ever hap-
pened and has stated that anybody who
recognizes Israel will burn in the fire of
the Islamic nation’s fury.
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Iran continues to push for nuclear
weapons and has the capability to en-
rich uranium. It remains a state spon-
sor of terrorism and has aided inter-
nationally recognized terrorist organi-
zations like Hezbollah. Hezbollah,
along with organizations like Hamas
and al Qaeda, is committed to seeing
the destruction of the democratic free-
doms that we treasure, along with the
State of Israel in its entirety.

As a Member of the United States
House of Representatives, one of my
objectives is to protect the safety and
security of Israel. A stable Israel is im-
portant to a stable United States, and
Iran is a constant threat to that sta-
bility. We must stop lying to ourselves
about Iran, for we are barreling toward
a point at which we won’t be able to
prevent that nation from acquiring nu-
clear weapons without a massive mili-
tary strike. It must not come to that.
Iran is merely months away from pro-
ducing sufficient weapons-grade ura-
nium for a 15-kiloton bomb, a develop-
ment which will put American naval
vessels and the Strait of Hormuz at
risk.

As you know, I have spent a 1ot of my
adult life in uniform, some of it on that
field of battle in Iraq. Those of us who
fought in Operation Iraqi Freedom
knew that our enemies received consid-
erable assistance from the Islamic Re-
public of Iran. Many of the terrorist
thugs who targeted American troops in
that combat operation, just as many of
those who target our troops in Afghan-
istan today, received guidance, train-
ing, weapons, money, and an untold
number of explosives that have killed
or terribly maimed so many of our Na-
tion’s finest, our comrades. We knew it
without a doubt. We knew it because
the components of those bombs bore ir-
refutable proof of Iranian manufacture.
Yet to this day, most Americans are
unaware of the support the Iraqi insur-
gency received from the Iranians.

Iran declared war on the United
States of America nearly 33 years ago
and has waged that war ever since. The
Iranian war against America is not
limited to our troops. Indeed, as we
have recently learned from the Attor-
ney General and the director of the
FBI, the Iranians are prepared to kill
American civilians right here in Wash-
ington if they happen to be in the same
place at the same time as an intended
target of assassination.

Our dealings with Iran are not a par-
tisan political matter. A failure to re-
spond to their murderous attacks is a
national failure, not a failure of one
party or another or one leader or set of
leaders. This is a war, whether we de-
cide to fight it or not.

They are waging war against us; yet
our public discourse rarely, if ever,
bothers to mention that fact. Every so
often, someone will remind us that
Iran is the world’s leading sponsor of
terrorism; but even that does not en-
capsulate the truth of the matter.
They are killing us every single day.

If you want to see what the con-
sequences of an Iranian victory would
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look like, just observe what life is like
for the citizens of Iran. Anyone who
voices opposition to the government or
complains about the oppressive treat-
ment of the Nation’s women is ar-
rested, tortured, and often killed. Inde-
pendent newspapers have long since
been silenced. Access to the Internet is
blocked or filtered with the same tech-
nology used in the People’s Republic of
China.

The Washington Post editorialist
writing about the Iranians’ feverish ef-
forts to construct atomic weapons put
it very bluntly when they wrote:

By now, it should be obvious that only re-
gime change will stop the Iranian nuclear
program, and only regime change will stop
the Iranian war against America. Only re-
gime change will bring an end to the
mullahs’ global dream.

The Washington Post thinks that
sanctions can help, provided they are
serious sanctions that strike at the
heart of Iran’s financial system. Mr.
Speaker, I have no problem supporting
such an effort, but I doubt that that
will be enough because sanctions are
only effective when a regime cares for
its people.

Iran is a theocracy. An acquisition of
a nuclear weapon will enable them to
achieve their goal, the restoration of
the Islamic caliphate.

We have another, even more power-
ful, weapon to aim at the Islamic dicta-
torship of Iran: the Iranian people. And
it’s time to use it. There can be no
doubt that the people of Iran are
yearning for new leaders; 2% years ago,
millions of them took to the streets to
protest against election fraud and to
call for an end to the Islamic dictator-
ship. There can be little doubt that,
unlike so many of the uprisings in the
Muslim world, the overwhelming ma-
jority of the Iranians do not want rad-
ical jihadist overlords. They want a
separation of mosque and state, with
the mullahs in the mosque, not run-
ning the state.

Of all the opposition movements in
the Muslim Middle East, the Iranian
one is the closest to us, the only one
that surely wants to be part of the
Western world. So why, then, Mr.
Speaker, has the Iranian opposition
movement not been explicitly endorsed
by our government? Why do the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State con-
tinue to talk about reaching an agree-
ment with the Tehran regime? Why
does the President not say that
Ahmadinejad and Khomeini must go? If
Qadhafi had to go and Mubarak had to
go and Assad must go, why not the Ira-
nian terror masters?

Since the President and the Sec-
retary of State are unwilling to spell it
out, I will offer my assistance.
Ahmadinejad and Khomeini have to go,
along with their evil henchmen. We
need clear language from our leaders
that states, Down with the Islamic Re-
public of Iran, which, Mr. Speaker, rep-
resents a clear and present evil in our
world. We, hereby, call for a free Iran,
and we are willing to support an effort
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by the Iranian people to liberate their
country.

President Ronald Reagan recognized
the threat of inaction, and he laid out
a road map on how to confront evil in
our world three decades ago. First, tell
the truth. Tell it often. Tell it every-
where. The truth is that Iran is in the
clutches of evil people who kill Ira-
nians and support the killing of Israelis
and Americans every day and who will
kill even more, if and when they get
nuclear atomic bombs and warheads.
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The truth is that we have tried to
reach some sort of reasonable agree-
ment with them for more than 30
years. The truth is they don’t want it.
They want to destroy us. And that’s
what they mean when they chant,
“Death to America.”

Second, our leaders and representa-
tives must call for the release of polit-
ical prisoners being persecuted in that
country, to include the Iranian Chris-
tian minister being threatened with
execution. When our diplomats attend
international conferences, they should
arrive with lists of victims in Iran, and
they should read those lists. It’s harder
for totalitarian regimes to Kkill people
with names than to slaughter faceless
victims.

Third, we should broadcast the facts
to the Iranian people. They need to
know that we stand with them. They
need to know what’s going on inside
their country. This is based on our ex-
perience during the Cold War when it
turned out people inside the Soviet
Union knew more about events in Lon-
don and Paris and Washington than in-
side their own borders. That’s why
Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty
were such potent instruments of peace.
Our broadcasts are often jammed by
the Iranian regime. We must defeat
their censorship.

Finally, we have to track down the
killers of Americans and bring them to
justice. The world must know anyone
that takes an American life will be tar-
geted and taken out in any country on
the planet. Those who kill our citizens
will not find safe haven in Iran.

Mr. Speaker, a majority of the Amer-
ica media did not feel it was important
to report that Iranian President
Ahmadinejad visited Cuba, Venezuela,
Ecuador, and Nicaragua this past Janu-
ary. President Ahmadinejad threatened
almost 200 years of precedent estab-
lished by the Monroe Doctrine when he
declared that ‘‘from now on, Latin
America will no longer be in the back-
yard of the United States.”

President Ahmadinejad is assisting
Hugo Chavez with missile sites and has
joked with that South American dic-
tator about pointing a warhead at the
United States. And, Mr. Speaker, there
are Hezbollah camps in South America.
Chavez himself has offered to send
troops to fight with the Taliban and
has reportedly funded al Qaeda. Presi-
dent Ahmadinejad has recruited the
Mexican drug cartels for an attempted
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assassination of a Saudi ambassador in
the United States.

Mr. Speaker, President
Ahmadinejad’s sphere of influence is
not limited to the Middle East. He is
entering our hemisphere and showing
the influence that he has in this re-
gion. And that goes back to our fourth
strategic objective.

President Obama seems to be unin-
terested in the principles of the Monroe
Doctrine because, after all, he did take
the wrong side in Honduras, and he has
laughed it up with Hugo Chavez.

Mr. Speaker, the Syrian government,
meanwhile, is continuing its wvicious
crackdown on innocent Syrian civil-
ians seeking only freedom and democ-
racy. According to available figures,
almost 10,000 Syrians have lost their
lives and thousands more have been in-
jured. Many more have been forced to
flee. The International Atomic Energy
Agency also recently concluded that
the secret Syrian facility destroyed by
Israel in September of 2007 was ‘‘very
likely a nuclear reactor’” based on a
North Korean model capable of pro-
ducing plutonium for nuclear weapons.

The Syrian government has become a
conduit in Iran’s arming of Hezbollah
Shiite forces in Lebanon and Hamas in
Gaza. They have provided a safe dock-
ing station for Iranian warships, and
they possess an arsenal of chemical
weapons and missiles that I fear could
end up in the hands of terrorists with
which they are associated.

The threat posed by the Assad regime
to the United States, to our allies, and
the Syrian people is stark and growing.
The time to increase pressure on that
regime is now. That is why I joined
other Members of Congress in sending a
letter to President Obama requesting
that he implement additional sanc-
tions on Syria. The people of that
country deserve a government that
represents their aspirations and re-
spects their basic human rights. It is
clear that Bashar al-Assad is not will-
ing to implement genuine reforms and
that he lacks the legitimacy to lead
the Syrian people.

The United States and all responsible
nations must hold the regime account-
able and the brutality must end. Addi-
tional sanctions would show the Syrian
people that we stand with them in
their struggle for democratic freedoms
while also making it clear to the Syr-
ian regime that it will pay an increas-
ingly high cost for its gross violations
of human rights and dignity, which is
why, Mr. Speaker, UNESCO should
expel Syria and strongly condemn
them, and not repeatedly attack Israel.
But, however, we must realize that
there’s an interesting turn in Syria
with the Iranian and Russian presence
evolving.

Mr. Speaker, it was not too long ago
the American people watched a transi-
tion in Egypt, with this administration
claiming we were witnessing a new
dawn of democracy. Today, instead we
are witnessing the nightmare of one of
the greatest threats to the stability in
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the Middle East, a new Egyptian gov-
ernment under the Muslim Brother-
hood. The Egyptian Parliament is now
controlled by a majority of radical
Islamists, and the Muslim Brotherhood
is turning Egypt into a radical Islamic
state. The Muslim Brotherhood also
maintains active ties to Hamas, a ter-
rorist organization that openly calls
for the destruction of Israel.

Of course, America should stand with
the Egyptian people. However, if the
radical elements of the Muslim Broth-
erhood are left unchecked in that coun-
try, the security of the citizens of
Israel, Egypt, and the United States all
will be in jeopardy.

On July 19, 2011, I wrote a letter to
the House Committee on Armed Serv-
ices Chairman BUCK MCKEON on the
troubling revelation of a possible U.S.
military sale to the government of
Egypt. It stated in my letter:

It has come to my attention that the De-
fense Security Cooperative Agency notified
Congress on July 1, 2011, of a possible foreign
military sale to the government of Egypt for
125 M1A1 Abrams tank kits for coproduction
and associated weapons, equipment, and
parts, training, and logistical support.

America must continue to stand with
the HEgyptian people and encourage
them to build their own democracy
with new political parties and free-
doms. However, we must exercise cau-
tion with regard to military sales and
support to the Egyptian government
until a government is formed absent of
the radical elements of the Muslim
Brotherhood that would maintain an
active peace with Israel.

Speaking of the Muslim Brotherhood,
Mr. Speaker, I would like to quote to
you directly from a former Supreme
Guide of the International Muslim
Brotherhood. In December of 2005, Mo-
hammed Akef said:

The Brotherhood is a global movement
whose members cooperate with each other
throughout the world, based on the same re-
ligious world view—the spread of Islam until
it rules the world.

Three years ago, a court found a
Muslim charity right here in the
United States guilty of funneling mil-
lions of dollars to the terrorist group
Hamas. That was the Holy Land Foun-
dation trial. The Council of Islamic Re-
lations, CAIR, was mnamed as an
unindicted coconspirator. That case in-
cluded testimony that Hamas’ parent
organization, the Muslim Brotherhood,
planned to establish a network of orga-
nizations to spread the militant
Islamist message right here in the
United States. In its own ‘‘Explanatory
Memorandum’ for North America, the
Muslim Brotherhood stated that its
strategic goal is to establish an Islamic
center in every city in order to ‘‘supply
our battalions.”

Through its various front organiza-
tions in the United States, the Muslim
Brotherhood is succeeding in cultural
“whitewashing” to eliminate all ref-
erences to Islamist terrorism in our
public discourse. After the 9/11 Com-
mission identified ‘‘Islamic terrorism”
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as a threat in this country, the Muslim
Public Affairs Council recommended
the United States Government find
other terminology. As a result, the FBI
Counterterrorism Lexicon and the 2009
National Intelligence Strategy in-
cluded not a single reference to Islam,

Muslim, the Muslim Brotherhood,
Hamas, or Hezbollah.
Furthermore, after Major Nidal

Hasan’s attack on Fort Hood, the De-
partment of Defense Report used the
terms ‘‘violent extremism”’ and
“Islam” only once in a footnote. Again,
that incident was officially classified
as workplace violence.

Mr. Speaker, we must also be con-
cerned about North Korea. I was sta-
tioned in North Korea in 1995 along the
demilitarized zone. I stood on the 38th
parallel and looked through the barbed
wire and landmines. And there, Mr.
Speaker, you can see a repressed Na-
tion. I saw for myself what a ticking
timebomb that country can be. Sooner
or later, North Korea will either im-
plode or it will explode. The situation
in North Korea most closely resembles
a street gang, where the leader of the
gang is killed and a young guy must
step up.
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In that instance, it is critical for the
newly appointed ‘“‘top dog’’ to establish
his credibility by proving himself. And
today, North Korea is ruled by a 28-
year-old appointed four-star general.

Now, Mr. Speaker, it took me 22
years to become a lieutenant colonel.
You can begin to understand how dan-
gerous a situation is brewing just west
of the Sea of Japan. The tactics do not
change, and the game is getting tired.
Anytime North Korea finds itself in
need of money, it saber rattles with the
threat of a secret nuclear arms pro-
gram. It has fired artillery onto the
South Korea island and sunk five
South Korean Naval vessels.

Again and again, the international
community responds with misguided
attempts to ‘“‘buy’” the country off.
Threaten to go nuclear and get funding
in exchange? I call that international
extortion. The DPRK newspaper,
Nodong Sinmun, and other mouth-
pieces for the Workers’ Party of Korea
sensed this policy of weakness and re-
ferred to the disbursement of food and
aid as ‘‘tribute.” If there’s one thing
we’ve learned, it’s that the North Kore-
ans cannot be trusted to voluntarily
disarm. They are playing our country
and the entire Western world for fools.
Sooner or later, we’ll need to step up
and stand up to this simmering menace
just a few hundred miles from Japan.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, if we
miss this opportunity to recognize the
21st century battlefield—and under-
stand, we did not talk about Africa, we
did not talk about Somalia, and we did
not talk about our own border security.
I thank my colleague from Indiana for
speaking about energy independence.
But if we miss this opportunity for un-
derstanding what this battlefield truly
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is, to understand the threats and to lay
out a strategic vigil for victory, we will
lose the opportunity to ensure that our
children and grandchildren of America
will have a secure future.

As a country, we must roll up our
sleeves and devise a roadmap for secu-
rity. We must be mindful of the wise
words penned by Sun Tzu in the book
“The Art of War” more than 25 cen-
turies ago:

To know your enemy and to know yourself
and to know your environment, in countless
battles, you will always be victorious.

If we do not understand this simple
maxim, we face dark days ahead in-
deed. And that shadow could not only
fall on this country, but on the entire
world. Because no matter what our de-
tractors may think, we are that bea-
con, we are that lighthouse. We are, as
President Ronald Reagan said, ‘‘the
shining city that sits upon a hill.”

For the sake of our Nation and of all
nations that seek freedom for their
citizens, we must be prepared to fight
on this 21st century battlefield, and we
can settle for no less than victory upon
it.

Mr. Speaker, those of us who have
served in battle are the last to desire
it. But as John Stuart Mill once wrote:

War is an ugly thing, but not the ugliest of
things. The decayed and degraded state of
moral and patriotic feeling which thinks
that nothing is worth war is much worse.

Policymakers and those of us here in
Washington, D.C., should heed the wise
words of George Santayana:

He who does not learn from history is
doomed to repeat it.

I will always stand by the men and
women of the Armed Forces, and I am
proud to represent them as a combat
veteran in the United States Congress.
I will always continue to protect our
Nation, as I once did on the battlefield,
and as I am now honored to do in this,
the people’s House, steadfast and loyal.

And I yield back the balance of my
time.

————

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER TO
COMMISSION ON INTERNATIONAL
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment, pursuant to section 201(b)
of the International Religious Freedom
Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6431 note), as
amended, and the order of the House of
January b, 2011, of the following mem-
ber on the part of the House to the
Commission on International Religious
Freedom for a term effective March 23,
2012, and ending May 14, 2014:

Mr. Robert P. George,
New Jersey

Princeton,

THE PROGRESSIVE MESSAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.
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Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, my name
is KEITH ELLISON. I will claim the time
over the next several minutes, and I
want to talk about the issues before us
today, namely, the budget. The budget
is the issue today, Mr. Speaker.

As you may know, the House major-
ity has come out with their budget,
and, of course, the Progressive Caucus
has come out with its budget, and
that’s what I want to talk about to-
night.

The Congress, Mr. Speaker, is made
up of a lot of diverse interests. We have
people who span the spectrum of polit-
ical thought. On the far right, those
folks are present here and they allow
themselves to be heard.

But we have other folks who have dif-
ferent points of view and believe that
the best of America is the idea of lib-
erty and justice for all. That’s the Pro-
gressive Caucus—the idea that all
Americans, no matter what their color
is, no matter what their religion is, no
matter whether they are male or fe-
male, no matter who they may be, have
a right to live in a safe, free country
with an opportunity to make a good,
decent living with a retirement and
with good, solid services like public
schools, like police, fire and all these
things, and we should live in a nation
where we can really promote the com-
mon welfare. What that means is that
the public sector and the private sector
together—we have a mixed economy—
need to work together to elevate the
best interests of all American people.

To that end, the Progressive mes-
sage, which I want to share tonight, is
going to be about this budget, this
Budget for All. The Progressive Caucus
budget is called the Budget for All, and
that’s the Progressive Caucus message.
Tune in at cpc.grijalva.house.gov to
learn more about it, Mr. Speaker. Now,
this is the hashtag for the Budget for
All. It’s #Budgetd4all. We want people
to check it out and read about it.

It’s very different from the Ryan
budget. It’s very different because we
have a different vision for our country.
It’s very different because the Progres-
sive Caucus believes that responsibility
and the benefits of being an American
should be shared; whereas, I think it’s
fair to say that the Ryan budget be-
lieves that if you give rich people a lot
of money, maybe they’ll start some
businesses and maybe they’ll hire
someone and maybe people who are
working class and middle class might
benefit. It’s called trickle-down eco-
nomics, and I'll talk about that in a
minute. But this is a very sharp con-
trast to the Progressive Caucus budget,
which is the Budget for All.

Let me tell you a little bit about it,
Mr. Speaker, because I think you're
going to like it.

The Budget for All makes the Amer-
ican Dream a reality again. By putting
Americans back to work, the Budget
for All enhances our economic com-
petitiveness by rebuilding the middle
class and investing in innovation and
education. Our budget, the Progressive
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