
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH572 February 15, 2013 
Iran from going nuclear, not this delu-
sional notion of containing a nuclear 
Iran. Indeed, prevention is the stated 
policy objective of this President and 
his top advisers. 

However, the problem is not with the 
stated policy, but with the strategy 
that is supposed to achieve it. And, Mr. 
Speaker, the facts on the ground reveal 
that our policy objectives are not turn-
ing into reality. 

Nearly all previous red lines demar-
cated by America and its allies over 
Iran’s nuclear ambition have now been 
crossed, with very few repercussions to 
show for Iran’s defiance. Iran is now 
enriching uranium in quantities, en-
richment levels and facilities that 
would have terrified the entire free 
world only a few years ago. 

Indeed, at this very moment, a defi-
ant Iran is forging ahead with the de-
velopment of ballistic missiles, deto-
nators and other components essential 
to nuclear weaponization. 

Mr. Speaker, why do we find it so 
challenging to realize our policy objec-
tives? 

Why is the world’s sole superpower 
unable to impose its will on a country 
whose GDP is comparable with that of 
Argentina and many of those whose 
significant military assets date back as 
far as arms deals with the Johnson and 
Nixon administrations? 

Mr. Speaker, one of the key enabling 
factors for Iran’s nuclear weapons de-
velopment is the perception of a lack 
of symmetry between Iranian and 
American seriousness and determina-
tion regarding the nuclear program. 
But for Iran, it is of the utmost impor-
tance, and the regime is willing to take 
risks and to pay high prices to achieve 
its objectives, or at least this is cer-
tainly how it postures. 

Mr. Speaker, Iran is successfully de-
terring its adversaries and positioning 
itself as ready to face a confrontation, 
even if its deep-rooted weaknesses 
make it unlikely that it could ever 
withstand such a direct conflict. 

Mr. Speaker, it’s time for us to be 
candid in questioning the strategic ef-
fectiveness of covert and clandestine 
operations, as important as they are. 
While the courage and resourcefulness 
of our intelligence community is un-
questionable, and while covert and 
clandestine operations may inflict 
some damage on Iran’s nuclear pro-
gram, they cannot and have not been 
effective in convincing Iran to abandon 
its nuclearization policy. 

More significantly, covert and clan-
destine activities create an illusion of 
‘‘something being done,’’ thus appear-
ing to justify the fact that we continue 
to let more and more time pass. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we have to realize 
that covert operations simply cannot 
be the primary means by which we ex-
pect to deter Iran. If prevention is our 
real commitment, and not merely lip 
service, then we must deal with that 
Iranian nuclear challenge immediately, 
and not later. 

b 1200 
Every day that passes, Iran grows 

more dangerously close to realizing its 
nuclear ambition—and to becoming 
virtually untouchable militarily. In 
the face of that reality, the more 
breathtaking reality is that it seems 
both the Iranian and American admin-
istrations favor wasting more time: 
Iran, because it allows them to forge 
ahead toward completion, and the 
Obama administration, because it al-
lows them to postpone difficult deci-
sions which would necessitate actual 
leadership from the White House. 

Mr. Speaker, the President’s dis-
ingenuously stated ends are utterly at 
odds with our actual response, and this 
raises a host of questions as to the 
credibility of either the administra-
tion’s true intent or its chosen strate-
gies. It’s almost unimaginable how 
much further American strategic credi-
bility would deteriorate if Iran actu-
ally acquires the bomb in spite of the 
half-hearted ‘‘warnings’’ of Mr. Obama. 

Credibility questions also abound 
with regard to the administration’s 
reasoning against military action. 
Time and again administration offi-
cials argue that the futility of military 
action is real since, allegedly, some of 
the nuclear assets are difficult to 
reach, and a military action may only 
postpone the nuclear program by a cou-
ple of years. But, Mr. Speaker, this is a 
peculiar argument, at the very least. 

Any nuclear production asset that is 
destroyed can be eventually rebuilt. 
Moreover, chasing each and every cen-
trifuge, wherever it is stashed away, is 
ultimately an ineffective strategy. So 
why does the administration advocate 
such a strategy? 

Our strategic challenge, Mr. Speaker, 
is Iran’s policy of pursuing a military 
nuclear capability. It is not nec-
essarily, not even mostly, that Iran is 
currently in possession of certain nu-
clear production assets. It is Iran’s pol-
icy that must be altered. Production 
assets will then inherently follow. To 
realize its objectives, the U.S. must 
compel Iran to alter its policy of ac-
quiring a military nuclear capability 
and then enforce the policy change 
over time. 

If we fail to deprive Iran of nuclear 
weapons, we will ultimately have to 
face infinitely more dangerous chal-
lenges than those associated with pre-
venting it from going nuclear. Consider 
the dangers for a moment of con-
ducting a second operation to free Ku-
wait, only this time, once it’s been 
taken over by a nuclear-armed Iran. 
And none of this even touches upon the 
grave reality that would emerge once 
Iran possesses intercontinental bal-
listic missile capability along with a 
strategic reach to our own shores. 

Mr. Speaker, it’s a sad day when the 
vacuum of leadership in the White 
House has allowed Iran to posture more 
credibly than America, in spite of 
wielding a much smaller stick. In this 
instance, it has literally allowed Iran 
to be more strategically effective than 
we are. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the administra-
tion has been trying for a very long 
time to diplomatically talk its way out 
of this challenge or to bluff its way out 
of the challenge by moving military as-
sets up and down the Gulf, and there-
fore has made it doubtful that any fur-
ther such statements or deployments 
can ever suffice to get the job done. In-
deed, they may well have the opposite 
effect, as the demarcation of the ad-
ministration’s risk tolerance, which to 
any observer of its actions caps the 
ends it can reasonably expect to real-
ize. 

So, Mr. Speaker, this brings us to the 
critical question that everyone should 
be asking themselves: If this adminis-
tration is so deterred by a pre-nuclear 
Iran, how would it ever face up to a nu-
clear-armed Iran? This is why, to date, 
in the only game that matters—that of 
conflicting policies—Mr. Speaker, the 
United States has not been able to 
alter Iran’s policy of acquiring nuclear 
weapons. And, Mr. Speaker, we are run-
ning out of time to do things dif-
ferently. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

f 

THREATS TO THE UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 50 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I yield such time as he may con-
sume to my friend from North Dakota 
(Mr. CRAMER). 
FEDERAL PERMIT STREAMLINING PILOT PROJECT 

Mr. CRAMER. Thank you to my col-
league from Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, today, I dropped in the 
hopper my first bill as a Member of the 
United States House of Representa-
tives. And while it’s a simple bill, it’s 
a big day for me. It’s a bill that simply 
corrects an oversight in previous legis-
lation. 

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 estab-
lished a Federal Permit Streamlining 
Pilot Project to improve the processing 
of oil and gas permitting for onshore 
Federal lands. The Miles City, Mon-
tana, BLM field office was included in 
this pilot project. But unknown to the 
drafters of the legislation, the Miles 
City office also serves North and South 
Dakota. Without the Dakotas included 
in the language of the law, North and 
South Dakota permits are excluded 
from this program. 

Permitting to drill on Federal lands 
has exceeded 225 days for the past 4 
years when State permits on non-Fed-
eral lands in North Dakota take only 
10 days to process. With the passage of 
this bill, more land will be opened to a 
program that seeks to reduce this slug-
gish pace, and oil and natural gas ex-
plorers and their many supporting 
businesses will have more work to do 
sooner. 

Beyond the immediate benefits of 
this bill, Mr. Speaker, I hope it begins 
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a conversation on more extensive re-
form of the permitting process for Fed-
eral land. The new oil and gas revolu-
tion in the United States has the po-
tential to lead us out of this economic 
slump. I believe America’s national se-
curity and America’s economic secu-
rity are tied directly to America’s en-
ergy security, and I urge my colleagues 
to pass this bill as my friends work to 
pass the same legislation in the Sen-
ate. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to follow up on what my friend from 
Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) was talking 
about with regard to Iran. It should be 
pretty clear to most people that Iran is 
a threat to any group of people who be-
lieve that we do not need a religious 
zealot telling us how we have to live; 
that we do not need someone taking 
over, arising out of the chaos to create 
a one-world caliphate under which we 
have to live with a ruling religious 
zealot making sure that we do not get 
involved in any type of self-govern-
ment that they believe inevitably leads 
to depravity. So some of us don’t think 
it’s a good idea to give Iran more power 
to carry out the threats of wiping out 
Israel, which they refer to as the ‘‘lit-
tle Satan,’’ or to wipe out the United 
States, which their leaders refer to as 
the ‘‘big Satan.’’ 

Yet we have nominated by the Presi-
dent of the United States a man who 
thinks we need to cozy up to Iran. His 
idea of national security is cozying up 
to a country who’s made very clear 
they want to destroy Israel and they 
want to destroy us. So for those yester-
day who saw that the Senate did not 
move forward, was not able to get the 
votes to move forward on a confirma-
tion vote on former Senator Hagel, 
they must be very upset if they think 
cozying up to Iran and betraying Israel 
further than this administration al-
ready has is a good idea—get closer to 
Iran, further betray Israel, yesterday 
was a bad day, and you should be very 
angry with most of the Senate Repub-
licans, and especially my friend, Sen-
ator TED CRUZ. Because they have to be 
concerned about our ally, Israel. They 
have to be concerned about the threats 
of madmen running the country of 
Iran. 

So look, though, at the speeches that 
have belatedly come out after all the 
things were made public. And then this 
stuff keeps trickling out. Another 
speech saying, Hey, let’s put a con-
sulate in Iran—while they’re trying to 
destroy us. 

b 1210 

Apparently, some people just cannot 
remember past 10 or 12 years. I think 
it’s very important to remember our 
history. In 1979, I was at Fort Benning, 
Georgia, in the United States Army, 
and we were paying attention to what 
was happening. Some of us haven’t for-
gotten what was happening. 

As we have seen new things arise, as 
we have seen the horrors of what is 
going on in the Middle East, it is just 

heartbreaking to see people proposed 
as leaders who absolutely refuse to 
learn from history: a man proposed for 
Secretary of Defense who cannot recall 
what those of us who were in the mili-
tary in 1979 recall, and that is that we 
had a President in Jimmy Carter who 
thought it was a good idea for the Shah 
of Iran to be gone—not a nice man, had 
not treated well the people of Iran, but 
had been able to hold down the radical 
Islamic jihadists that want to terrorize 
everybody who don’t believe exactly 
like they do. 

In fact, it was President Carter that, 
as Ayatollah Khomeini came back 
from exile and took over control of 
Iran, it was President Carter that 
hailed him as a man of peace, not real-
izing that what President Carter, by 
his actions and inactions, had allowed 
to happen was the arising of the radical 
Islamic jihadists that would bring 
about, for over 30 years to come, the 
deaths of thousands and thousands of 
Americans, some civilians, some from 
foreign countries, but all innocent; 
some military; some having to fight 
the people that President Carter, in his 
naivete—he had no ill will, he wanted 
what was best for America, but he was 
just ignorant of what he was doing. He 
was a President about whom could 
have been said, Forgive him, Lord, he 
knows not what he has done, and he led 
to the consequences we’re suffering 
still today. 

Radical Islam is not our friend. They 
want to eliminate us from the map. 
They think that moral depravity is the 
rule in this Western Civilization and 
that we need a grand imam. They’re 
anticipating the 12th imam to come 
and establish the global caliphate. 

Now we have a Secretary of Defense 
proposed who wants to repeat the same 
errors that led to the deaths of so 
many Americans. He wants to put a 
consulate in Tehran. He thinks that 
would be a grand idea to help our rela-
tions. I don’t personally understand 
how it will help the United States’ re-
lations to put a consulate back in 
Tehran, with leaders of Iran saying 
they want to wipe out infidels like 
those that would be put at the con-
sulate, like those who were at the con-
sulate in Benghazi, only to have that 
horrible chapter and nightmare for 
over a year replayed before new genera-
tions. 

Yet there are people like Majority 
Leader HARRY REID, who say it’s games 
being played, schoolboy games being 
played by people who have a genuine 
interest in not repeating the errors of 
our recent history. 

Is 34 years ago so far away that we 
cannot remember, that we want a Sec-
retary of Defense that thinks it’s a 
good idea to try to placate radical 
jihadists? About the only thing that 
Senator Hagel hadn’t done is repeat 
the phrase ‘‘man of peace,’’ talking 
about the leader of Iran. 

So I am very grateful to all of those, 
like TED CRUZ, who stood up yesterday 
and said there’s too much information 

we do not know and what we know 
causes concern. Now, we have some 
Senators that say we have to have in-
formation about Benghazi and what 
really happened before we can go for-
ward in voting on this nomination. 
Some say: What does that have to do 
with defense, and, therefore, what does 
it have to do with the Secretary of De-
fense? 

There are some that might be tempt-
ed to repeat Secretary Clinton’s ques-
tion of: What difference does it make? 
As a history major in college who con-
tinues to read and study all the history 
I can—history in the making now—I 
would like for the Secretary of State 
and Secretary of Defense to be able to 
recall 34 years and note the mistakes 
that have been made that got Ameri-
cans killed. 

1979 was an act of war against the 
United States. Instead of defending 
ourselves and putting down what had 
occurred in the attack on our Em-
bassy—which under everybody’s defini-
tion of international law is an act of 
war—instead of doing that, we had a 
weak administration that simply 
begged the Iranians to let our people 
go—please. That is seen as weakness 
when you’re dealing with terrorists, 
when you’re dealing with people who 
promote terrorism, when you’re deal-
ing with people who pay for terrorism 
and encourage terrorism. That is what 
we have reigning in Iran. 

So it’s a legitimate concern about 
who the Secretary of Defense will be, 
and will it be a throwback to the Car-
ter years of thinking the best way to 
deal with radical Islamic jihadists is to 
give them whatever they want. That’s 
been tried; it doesn’t work. Heck, this 
administration is still trying to buy off 
the radical Islamic jihadists that make 
up the Taliban. This administration 
has gone so far as to say, look, you 
don’t even have to agree to quit killing 
Americans if you’ll just agree to sit 
down with us and negotiate. If you’ll 
just do that, you can keep killing 
American soldiers. That’s okay, if 
you’ll just agree to sit down with us. 
And while you’re killing American sol-
diers, we’ll show our good will. We’ll 
buy you an incredibly nice office in 
Qatar that will give you an inter-
national presence and will give you 
credibility around the world as you 
keep trying to kill Americans and con-
tinue to actually kill Americans. 

About 3 years ago, DANA ROHR-
ABACHER asked me to go with him to 
meet with Northern Alliance leaders, 
and we met with them. These were 
leaders who put their lives on the line 
to fight with and for America. They’re 
Muslims, but they did not like the idea 
of radical Islamic jihadists being in 
control of Afghanistan. They were and 
are the enemy of our enemy. So with 
less than 500 people, 500 Americans put 
into Afghanistan—after we figured out 
that’s where the attacks emanated be-
cause that’s where the training oc-
curred, that’s where the terrorist 
camps were—less than 500 Americans, 
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Special Ops and intelligence, those 4 
months that followed should be hailed 
as one of the greatest days for Amer-
ican Special Ops and intelligence. The 
intelligence community has made plen-
ty of mistakes—continues to make 
some—but that was a great time in 
their history and our history. 

b 1220 

Without a single loss of American 
lives, the Northern Alliance, these trib-
al groups that this administration now 
refers to as war criminals because they 
defeated our enemies for us, they 
fought and defeated the Taliban. By 
early 2002, the Taliban had been routed. 
Some people forget nowadays that dur-
ing the course of the Iraq war, they 
would refer back to Afghanistan and 
say, now, that’s how you fight in a for-
eign country like Afghanistan. You let 
their patriots who know the country, 
know the terrain and know the tactics 
of our enemy, let them fight them. 

We gave them arms, we gave them 
aerial support, and they defeated the 
Taliban for us. 

Then, as our Northern Alliance allies 
told DANA and me—STEVE KING was 
there for the first meeting—they told 
us, Look, then, after we had defeated 
the Taliban for you, then you tell us 
we’ve got to turn back in the arms that 
gave us the ability to defeat the 
Taliban because you told us, Look, 
we’re the United States. Now that the 
Taliban has been defeated, we’ve got 
you covered. There won’t be any more 
problems. We’re in charge. 

Then we added tens of thousands of 
people to Afghanistan and became oc-
cupiers in Afghanistan. Then, again, 
those who know history, and I do mean 
distant and more recent history, you 
know that occupiers really don’t do 
well in that part of the world. Someone 
said, Well, Alexander the Great con-
quered the Afghanistan area. And my 
reply would be, He died on the way out. 
I don’t consider that a real great vic-
tory. 

But we had a grand strategy letting 
the enemy of our enemies, the North-
ern Alliance, defeat the Taliban for us. 
And, now, 11 years later, we have been 
occupying Afghanistan, and we forced a 
constitution on them that required a 
centralized government in a place 
where centralized governments have 
not done well. We forced that on them, 
and we included the provision that 
made Afghanistan all under shari’a 
law. 

The results of that grand victory in 
early 2002 and our ominous occupation 
for the 11 years since has been that the 
last Christian public worship service 
has happened. There are no more public 
Christian worship services in the coun-
try where we have lost so many valiant 
American heroes. The last person who 
admits to being Jewish in Afghanistan 
has left—that’s what we’ve been ad-
vised—all under our watch and what we 
have done in that country. 

The President announced right here 
just Tuesday night of this week about 

his plans to draw down American 
troops and to be all out within the next 
couple of years. I would humbly submit 
that if he had a better plan, and it is 
very simple, we could be out of there 
within the next 6 months. It would be 
far more effective. As our Northern Al-
liance friends, former Vice President 
Massoud, who knows about losing loved 
ones having lost his brother, the Lion 
of Panjshir, great hero of Afghanistan, 
he knows about losing his father-in-law 
to the Taliban to a man, a Taliban 
member who was invited to sit down 
with Massoud’s father-in-law to talk 
about potential peace. Karzai had ap-
pointed Massoud’s father-in-law to be 
his peace emissary to deal with, sit 
down and negotiate with the Taliban to 
try to work out an agreement. 

So the Taliban emissary for peace 
came in to sit down with Massoud’s fa-
ther-in-law and blew himself and 
Massoud’s father-in-law to pieces— 
great gesture of peace. That’s the kind 
of people we’re dealing with. That’s the 
same kind of people that are in leader-
ship in Iran that Chuck Hagel wants to 
go have better relationships with. 

I would submit that whoever he was 
willing to see in Tehran as our emis-
sary there, as our ambassador there, 
would have a high probability of suf-
fering the same consequences that 
Massoud’s father-in-law did, the same 
that his brother did. His brother, such 
a great warrior, political figure, great 
charisma, in his case, he was asked if 
he would give an interview to a tele-
vision crew. He consented, not being 
aware that the television camera was 
full of explosives and that the camera-
man and the reporter were willing to 
blow themselves up so they could kill 
such a great Afghani hero. So they did, 
and he’s gone. How many Americans 
are we going to have to continue to 
lose in Afghanistan? 

I talked to Billy and Karen Vaughn, 
the parents of great American patriot 
Aaron Vaughn, a SEAL Team Six 
member, one of the SEAL teams that 
went after Osama bin Laden. They 
don’t want publicity while they are 
SEAL members actively. They don’t 
seek it, don’t want it, and there’s al-
ways been the agreement that no ad-
ministration will out who goes in and 
does the kind of actions that SEAL 
Team Six did, taking out Osama bin 
Laden. That’s classified information, 
who went and got him, and then we 
have the Vice President of the United 
States stand up in front of a crowd and 
congratulate the SEAL team for tak-
ing him out. 

One SEAL team member, his father, 
he’s deceased now, but his father said 
that his daughter-in-law called and 
said within an hour of the Vice Presi-
dent’s outing SEAL Team Six, they 
had a marine guard outside her quar-
ters because they knew this adminis-
tration just put a big red target on his 
entire family. 

Billy and Karen say after that hap-
pened, Aaron called and said, Mom and 
Dad, there’s been chatter. You’re not 

safe. Take any reference to me off 
Facebook, off any e-mail, off anything. 
You cannot have references that you’re 
connected with me, or you will be a 
target. These people are ruthless. 

So after SEAL Team Six was outed 
and having visited Afghanistan, I was 
surprised, as widespread as Taliban 
reach has become again in Afghani-
stan, missions were run through the 
Afghan Government so that the Af-
ghans would have known exactly where 
SEAL Team Six was and where they 
were being sent. 

When one of the surviving parents of 
one of our heroic SEAL Team Six 
members asked at the briefing as to 
what had happened to their loved ones 
in the Afghanistan ambush of our 
troops, of our SEAL Team Six mem-
bers, one of the parents asked, Look, 
since you knew this was such a hot 
spot, since you knew this information 
had been cleared through the Afghan 
Government, which has Taliban run-
ning through it, since you knew all 
these things about how desperate the 
situation was in that space, why didn’t 
you just send in a drone? And the ad-
miral briefing the family members 
said, Because we’re trying to win their 
hearts and minds. 

Now, that sounds like something the 
new Secretary of Defense might say, 
since he’s all for buddying back up to 
Iran while they want to destroy our 
way of life and all Americans: Yeah, 
we’re trying to win their hearts and 
minds, so let’s send more people into 
Tehran. That’s the proposal, or was the 
proposal, of Secretary of Defense nomi-
nee Hagel: Let’s send some people, 
yeah, maybe they’ll get blown up. 
That’s what he should have said, be-
cause there’s a good chance they will. 

b 1230 
Some of us warned about the dangers 

of helping the revolutionaries in Libya. 
Qadhafi had blood on his hands. But 
ever since 2003, he had helped suppress 
radical Islamic jihadist activities. He 
had become an ally. His own son had 
been here negotiating with this White 
House. 

Yet the White House has no problem, 
as they did with our Northern Alliance 
allies, throwing them under the bus, 
throwing Mubarak under the bus, 
throwing Qadhafi under the bus, and 
even our own Ambassador was a sac-
rificial lamb. 

They should have known. Some of us 
pointed out, look, this is not a good 
idea to be helping revolutionaries in 
Libya when we already know there are 
al Qaeda involved in this revolution. 
We don’t know how widespread it is, 
but you can’t be helping people that 
want to destroy us. You’re going to 
give them more arms, you’re going to 
give them more power, they’ll have a 
greater reach to wipe out Israel, or 
try—and to wipe out us, or to try. 

But this President didn’t listen. His 
Cabinet members didn’t listen. We 
were told he didn’t care what Congress 
thought. He was listening more to Eu-
ropean members who wanted help pro-
tecting their oil they were buying from 
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Libya, and because of the OIC, the 57 
states that make up the OIC. 

I’m like the President. I get mixed 
up. He said he had been to all 57 States, 
our President had, and I get confused. 
Do we have 57 States and the OIC have 
50? Or they have 57, we have 50? It’s 
confusing. I understand the President 
having that problem, but apparently 
they have 57 States because they count 
Palestine. 

They don’t learn from history. And 
as a result we helped—we provided 
weapons—those are the latest reports— 
and some of those weapons then found 
their way to Algeria where more Amer-
icans were killed even more recently 
than 9/11 of last year—with people that 
we helped empower so they could go 
about killing more people. 

I like President Obama as a person. 
He’s a good family man. I was hoping 
that with all the disclosures that have 
come out since 9/11 of last year and 
since we now know from former Sec-
retary Panetta and from other wit-
nesses that after the President learned 
that our Ambassador was under attack, 
he may have known that he had al-
ready been abducted and that a long 
battle was being undertaken by radi-
cals against our Americans in 
Benghazi. We now know the President 
did nothing else. He said, well, do what 
you can, in essence, and went home. Or 
maybe he was home when he talked to 
them. And did nothing else. 

I have no idea if the President re-
quired a sleep aid that night; but if he 
did, anybody else in America that has 
trouble sleeping, you better get what 
he had, because it works well—how the 
President of the United States could 
sleep that night as the Ambassador 
that he put in place, that he put in 
harm’s way, was either under attack, 
had already been kidnapped, being bru-
talized, unspeakable things being done 
to his person, his body. 

I remember Senator Clinton running 
a commercial back in 2008 that asked 
the question, Who do you want to take 
that phone call at 3 a.m.? This would 
have been exactly the kind of situa-
tion, except there was no phone call at 
3 a.m. The phone call had been at 5-or- 
so in the afternoon. And there was no 
effort to find out, by the way, what 
happened to Ambassador Stevens that I 
put in harm’s way, considered the 
equivalent of a four-star general in the 
civilian service, to awake to find out 
the next day that it had been over 7 
hours of attacks, that our last Amer-
ican that we know of killed was killed 
in the last hour of that 7-hour attack. 

And I can appreciate the loyalty of 
Cabinet members, Joint Chiefs, trying 
to protect the President, coming for-
ward and saying, well, you know, we 
didn’t have planes. They would have 
had to be refueled; they would have had 
to be armed. 

Well, I would submit if we can’t get a 
jet that will fly 600 miles or 700 miles 
an hour, 600 miles or so to Libya, if we 
can’t get them there in an hour, an 
hour and a half, then it’s time to clean 

house at the top of our Defense Depart-
ment and get people that can get 
planes to help our embattled American 
civilians and Ambassador, get them 
some help. 

I mean, I would think that if you’re 
concerned enough to sit and watch 
footage of the hurricane coverage, peo-
ple that you didn’t put in the harm’s 
way they were in, that you would at 
least be concerned about the people 
you did put in harm’s way. 

And certainly the President and Sec-
retary Clinton and Secretary Panetta, 
certainly those people did not want 
them hurt. But it’s important to learn 
from history. It’s important to under-
stand what difference it makes as to 
what happens about fiascoes that get 
Americans killed. It is important. It 
does make a difference. 

We’ve read reports that Secretary— 
Ambassador now—Rice may have been 
involved with the decision not to send 
more security to our Embassy that was 
attacked back in the nineties that got 
Americans killed. And apparently no 
one learned from that, because if some-
one in the nineties after our Embassy 
had been attacked had had adequate 
hearings and gotten to the bottom of 
that, they would have learned, uh-oh, 
what difference does it make? Well, it 
makes a difference because now we 
know when an Embassy requests more 
security and we refuse to provide it, 
there’s a good chance it’s going to get 
hit and they’re going to get killed. 

And that would have been very help-
ful to have had that conventional wis-
dom and that institutional knowledge 
on 9/10 of 2011 when in Egypt we were 
hearing that, gee, if you don’t release 
the Blind Sheikh, you’re going to get 
attacked, your Embassy and Embassies 
may get attacked. And if we had had 
people in this administration with in-
stitutional knowledge from the nine-
ties, and from ’79, they would have 
said, you know what, on 9/9 of 2011, 
they’re giving us a warning, you’re 
about to be attacked unless you release 
the Blind Sheikh. 

We weren’t releasing the Blind 
Sheikh and I hope and pray we don’t. 
He is a killer and will kill again. He 
doesn’t carry them out. He plots and 
plans them and gives instructions. And 
under all criminal law in the U.S. or 
abroad, you plan it, you instruct on it 
and if your instructions are followed 
and people are killed, then you com-
mitted murder as well. 

So the Blind Sheikh is a murderer. 
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If we’d learned from those lessons of 
the past, the difference it would have 
made is Ambassador Stevens should 
still be alive today, and he could be 
coming before Congress and explaining 
what goes wrong so that we’d know the 
difference that would make, which is 
that, in the future, we could save other 
Ambassadors and other consulate 
workers. 

Now, I’ve read accounts that, appar-
ently, the former SEAL team mem-

bers—the two who responded—had been 
advised, Don’t go. So it has to be a lit-
tle bit hurtful for their families to 
know that their sons, their husbands, 
their brothers had been ordered not to 
go help at Benghazi and that they dis-
obeyed their instructions and went and 
helped anyway and that, as people 
came before Congress to testify, the 
military, having given them the in-
structions not to go—the civilian serv-
ice giving them instructions not to 
go—took credit for their disregarding 
their instructions and going and trying 
to save lives anyway. How ironic. 

American lives are still at stake in 
North Africa, in the Middle East, in Af-
ghanistan, around the world, and here 
at home. If we continue to put people 
in place in decisionmaking positions 
who do not understand that you cannot 
buy off a schoolyard bully and that you 
cannot buy off radical Islamic jihadists 
who want to destroy you, we’re going 
to continue to have Americans lose 
their lives. I’ve mentioned on this floor 
before what one American soldier in 
Afghanistan told me over there. 

He said, Look, I don’t mind laying 
down my life for my country, but 
please don’t waste it. 

We have such heroes in the service of 
the United States, and they’re asking, 
Please, we’ll follow orders. Just don’t 
waste our willingness to lay down our 
lives for others. 

But that’s the American tradition. 
We were talking about some people 

this week even going back to Hawaii’s 
statue just in the hallway directly 
below where I am right here, directly 
below. Father Damien was a Catholic 
priest who’d heard about the lepers 
being thrown off ships, being put on an 
island in Hawaii to die, having no qual-
ity of life—horrors of existence. So he 
went to give them a quality of life, to 
give them a society so they could live 
out their last diseased years. Eventu-
ally, as he knew he would, he acquired 
leprosy and died. 

The words that are at the top of the 
plaque on Father Damien’s statue, 
which is right below me, apply to our 
military members, apply to those in 
our U.S. service, because the words on 
those top two lines of that plaque say: 

Greater love hath no one than this: that a 
man lay down his life for his friends, John 
15:13. 

We’ve got people willing to lay down 
their lives for their country. We would 
beg the President to appoint a Sec-
retary of Defense who will not waste 
American lives in trying to buddy up 
to radical Islamic jihadists in control 
in Iran, who will not demonize any fur-
ther than former Senator Hagel al-
ready has the Israelis and the Jewish 
members of an administration who just 
want to protect our country, because 
we find out in prior speeches, in prior 
comments from the Secretary of De-
fense nominee Hagel, that he has com-
plained before that one of the big prob-
lems is that the State Department is 
controlled by Jews. 

That’s fine by me—they’re Ameri-
cans. They care about America, but 
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that’s a problem for him. It’s not a 
problem for me as long as any Jewish 
or any Caucasian or any minority serv-
ing his country understands Israel is 
our friend—they’re our ally—and 
they’re the greatest democracy any-
where in that area. 

So let’s don’t disparage our ally. 
Let’s don’t think we can throw Israel 
under the bus as we did Mubarak, as we 
did Qadhafi, as we did the Northern Al-
liance in Afghanistan, as this adminis-
tration has done with others. Don’t 
throw Israel under the bus. Let’s stop 
doing that to our friends, and let’s rec-
ognize the real enemy. 

I hope and pray the President will 
withdraw this nomination and, if he 
doesn’t, that we will continue to have 
Senators to say, you can’t have some-
body serve as a Cabinet-level position, 
like former Senator Hagel, who thinks 
Israel is the problem and that Jews in 
the State Department are the problem 
and that Iran has a group of leaders in 
it that we need to buddy up to. If the 
President will do that, he will see a 
welcoming of bipartisanship. He will 
see it explode on both sides of the aisle, 
welcoming the President’s doing the 
right thing by our friend Israel. 

If the President refuses to do that, I 
still hope and pray that the people will 
stand as firmly as did the Republicans 
who voted against bringing Chuck 
Hagel to the floor for a vote for a nomi-
nation. I hope they’ll stand firm. I’m so 
proud of the new Senator, TED CRUZ. 
He’s doing great. LINDSEY GRAHAM 
made some great points yesterday, and 
I hope he’ll stand by those. He’s a good 
man. He just needs to stand by what he 
said yesterday. If we do that, we will 
help make the world a better place, and 
we’ll show the country true bipartisan-
ship. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has agreed to without 
amendment a concurrent resolution of 
the House of the following titles: 

H. Con. Res. 15. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for a conditional adjournment of the 
House of Representatives and a conditional 
recess or adjournment of the Senate. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Ms. JACKSON LEE (at the request of 
Ms. PELOSI) for today. 

Mr. CULBERSON (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today on account of ill-
ness. 

PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE 
RULES 

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON HOUSE 
ADMINISTRATION FOR THE 113TH CONGRESS 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, DC, February 14, 2013. 
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 

The Capitol, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER: Pursuant to 

clause 2(a)(2) of House Rule XI, I hereby sub-
mit the Rules of the Committee on House 
Administration for publication in the Con-
gressional Record. The Rules were adopted 
by the Committee in its organizational 
meeting. 

Sincerely, 
CANDICE S. MILLER, 

Chairman. 

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 113–1 
Resolved, that the rules of the Committee 

on House Administration for the 113th Con-
gress and hereby adopted, as follows: 

Rules of the 
Committee on House Administration 

One Hundred Thirteenth Congress 
RULE NO. 1 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
(a) The Rules of the House are the rules of 

the Committee so far as applicable, except 
that a motion to recess from day to day is a 
privileged motion in the Committee. 

(b) The Committee is authorized at any 
time to conduct such investigations and 
studies as it may consider necessary or ap-
propriate in the exercise of its responsibil-
ities under House Rule X and, subject to the 
adoption of expense resolutions as required 
by House Rule X, clause 6, to incur expenses 
(including travel expenses) in connection 
therewith. 

(c) The Committee is authorized to have 
printed and bound testimony and other data 
presented at hearings held by the Com-
mittee, and to make such information avail-
able to the public. All costs of stenographic 
services and transcripts in connection with 
any meeting or hearing of the Committee 
shall be paid from the appropriate House ac-
count. 

(d) The Committee shall submit to the 
House, not later than January 2 of each year, 
a report on the activities of the committee 
under House Rules X and XI. 

(e) The Committee’s rules shall be made 
publicly available in electronic form and 
published in the Congressional Record not 
later than 30 days after the Committee is 
elected in each odd-numbered year. 

RULE NO. 2 
REGULAR AND SPECIAL MEETINGS 

(a) The regular meeting date of the Com-
mittee on House Administration shall be the 
second Wednesday of every month when the 
House is in session in accordance with Clause 
2(b) of House Rule XI. If the House is not in 
session on the second Wednesday of a month, 
the regular meeting date shall be the third 
Wednesday of that month. Additional meet-
ings may be called by the Chair of the Com-
mittee as she or he may deem necessary or 
at the request of a majority of the members 
of the Committee in accordance with Clause 
2(c) of House Rule XI. The determination of 
the business to be considered at each meet-
ing shall be made by the Chair subject to 
Clause 2(c) of House Rule XI. A regularly 
scheduled meeting may be dispensed with if, 
in the judgment of the Chair, there is no 
need for the meeting. 

(b) If the Chair is not present at any meet-
ing of the Committee, the ranking member 

of the majority party who is present shall 
preside at the meeting. 

(c) The Chair, in the case of meetings to be 
conducted by the Committee shall make 
public announcement of the date, place, and 
subject matter of any meeting to be con-
ducted on any measure or matter. Such 
meeting shall not commence earlier than the 
third day on which members have notice 
thereof. If the Chair, with the concurrence of 
the ranking minority member, determines 
that there is good cause to begin the meeting 
sooner, or if the Committee so determines by 
majority vote, a quorum being present, the 
Chair shall make the announcement at the 
earliest possible date. The announcement 
shall promptly be made publicly available in 
electronic form and published in the Daily 
Digest. 

(d) The Chair, in the case of meetings to be 
conducted by the Committee shall make 
available on the Committee’s web site the 
text of any legislation to be marked up at a 
meeting at least 24 hours before such meet-
ing (or at the time of an announcement made 
within 24 hours of such meeting). This re-
quirement shall also apply to any resolution 
or regulation to be considered at a meeting. 

RULE NO. 3 
OPEN MEETINGS 

As required by Clause 2(g), of House Rule 
XI, each meeting for the transaction of busi-
ness, including the markup of legislation of 
the Committee shall be open to the public 
except when the Committee in open session 
and with a quorum present determines by 
record vote that all or part of the remainder 
of the meeting on that day shall be closed to 
the public because disclosure of matters to 
be considered would endanger national secu-
rity, would compromise sensitive law en-
forcement information, or would tend to de-
fame, degrade or incriminate any person, or 
otherwise would violate any law or rule of 
the House. Provided, however, that no person 
other than members of the Committee, and 
such congressional staff and such other per-
sons as the Committee may authorize, shall 
be present in any business or markup session 
which has been closed to the public. To the 
maximum extent practicable, the Chair shall 
cause to be provided audio and video cov-
erage of each hearing or meeting that allows 
the public to easily listen to and view the 
proceedings and maintain the recordings of 
such coverage in a manner that is easily ac-
cessible to the public. 

RULE NO. 4 
RECORDS AND ROLLCALLS 

(a)(1) A record vote shall be held if re-
quested by any member of the Committee. 

(2) The result of each record vote in any 
meeting of the Committee shall be made 
available for inspection by the public at rea-
sonable times at the Committee offices, in-
cluding a description of the amendment, mo-
tion, order or other proposition; the name of 
each member voting for and against; and the 
members present but not voting. 

(3) The Chairman shall make the record of 
the votes on any question on which a record 
vote is demanded available on the Commit-
tee’s website not later than 48 hours after 
such vote is taken (excluding Saturdays, 
Sundays, and legal holidays). Such record 
shall include a description of the amend-
ment, motion, order, or other proposition, 
the name of each member voting for and 
each member voting against such amend-
ment, motion, order, or proposition, and the 
names of those members of the Committee 
present but not voting. 

(4) The Chairman shall make available on 
the Committee’s website not later than 24 
hours (excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and 
legal holidays) after the adoption of any 
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