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appear to the world that we are the aggressor, not Saddam. Second, we could
mount a second invasion of Iraq by
U.S. ground forces. Or, third, we could
admit failure and give up.
Of course, none of these alternatives
have been considered acceptable. And
so today we find our Nation paralyzed
by indecision. Saddam has never before
been in such clear violation of his
international obligations. Our government has never before been so obviously unwilling to do anything about
it.
The purpose of the Iraq Liberation
Act is to try to break this logjam. It
creates a fourth alternative, an alternative that meets both our short-term
and our longer-term requirements with
regard to Iraq. In the short term, we
need to be able to bring more effective
pressure to bear on Saddam in order to
force him to comply with his international obligations. In the longer
term, we need to remove his regime
from power.
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Let there be no mistake about it.
Saddam is the problem, and there will
be no permanent solution as long as his
regime remains. The Iraq Liberation
Act gives the President tools that he
should find useful in designing a comprehensive strategy to deal with Saddam both in the short term and over
the longer term. The legislation does
not require the President to equip a
rebel army in Iraq, but it gives him all
the authority he needs to do so. If he
uses that authority, it will cost money,
perhaps as much as $99 million that the
bill authorizes, perhaps ultimately
more, but whatever the cost, it will be
far less than the $1.4 billion supplemental appropriation we provided this
year alone for unbudgeted U.S. military operations against Saddam Hussein.
Since this bill was introduced, Mr.
Speaker, we have been working with
the administration to try to refine it in
order to make it most useful to the
President. At their suggestion we have
incorporated a number of changes at
our committee markup last week to
improve the legislation, and as a result
of our work with the administration I
have been informed the administration
does not oppose enactment of the bill.
With regard to one technical matter,
I note that the criterion in Section 5
(c)(1) for designation of Iraqi opposition organizations is intended to ensure that only broad based organizations are designated. They may be
broad based by having a broad spectrum of groups cooperating within one
organization. In the case of organizations composed primarily of one ethnic
sector such organizations may also be
designated if they include a broad spectrum of individuals within the sector.
In any event, I would expect the designation issue to be the subject of dialogue and accommodation between the
Executive Branch and Congress as required by the notification provision
contained in section 5(d).

Mr. Speaker, this bill will give our
government additional tools with
which to confront the threat to international peace and security posed by
Saddam Hussein, and for this reason I
believe it deserves the support of our
Members. Accordingly, I urge our colleagues to vote in favor of H.R. 4655.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, understand this legislation came before the committee on Friday, one legislative day prior to today.
There has been no committee report
filed, and it was brought up under suspension. And I believe this legislation
is very serious legislation. It is not a
casual piece of legislation condemning
a leader in another country that is
doing less than honorable things.
I see this piece of legislation as essentially being a declaration of virtual
war. It is giving the President tremendous powers to pursue war efforts
against a sovereign Nation. It should
not be done casually. I think it is another example of a flawed foreign policy that we have followed for a good
many decades.
For instance, at the beginning of this
legislation it is cited as one of the reasons why we must do something. It
says on September 22, 1980, Iraq invaded Iran starting an 8-year war in
which Iraq employed chemical weapons
against Iranian troops, very serious
problems. We should condemn that.
But the whole problem is we were
Iraq’s ally at that time, giving him
military assistance, giving him funds
and giving him technology for chemical weapons.
So here we are now deciding that we
have to virtually declare war against
this individual. It is not like he is the
only hoodlum out there. I could give
my colleagues a list of 15 or 20. I do not
like the leadership of China. Why do we
not do something about China? I do not
like the leadership of Sudan. But all of
a sudden we have to decide what we are
going to give this President to pursue
getting rid of Saddam Hussein.
Just a few months ago, or last November, we passed a resolution, and the
resolution was H.R. 137. It sounded
very general and very benign, and it
talked about the atrocities caused by
Saddam Hussein, and we asked to condemn and also to set up a U.N. commission to study this and give the U.N. authority to pursue arrests and convict
and try Saddam Hussein. So this is not
something we are doing for the interests of the United States. We are doing
this under the interests of the United
Nations, but we are the spokesperson
for them.
Not too long ago, a few years back, in
1980s, in our efforts to bring peace and
democracy to the world we assisted the
freedom fighters of Afghanistan, and in
our infinite wisdom we gave money,
technology and training to Bin Laden,
and now, this very year, we have declared that Bin Laden was responsible
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for the bombing in Africa. So what is
our response, because we allow our
President to pursue war too easily?
What was the President’s response?
Some even say that it might have been
for other reasons than for national security reasons. So he goes off and
bombs Afghanistan, and he goes off and
bombs Sudan, and now the record
shows that very likely the pharmaceutical plant in Sudan was precisely
that, a pharmaceutical plant.
So I say we should stop and think for
a minute before we pursue and give the
President more authority to follow a
policy that to me is quite dangerous.
This to me is equivalent to declaring
war and allowing the President to pursue this.
Another complaint listed on this legislation: in February 1988 Iraq forcibly
relocated Kurdish civilians from their
homes. Terrible thing to do, and they
probably did; there is no doubt about
it. But what did we do after the Persian Gulf war? We encouraged the
Kurdish people to stand up and fight
against Saddam Hussein, and they did,
and we forgot about them, and they
were killed by the tens of thousands.
There is no reason for them to trust us.
There is no reason for the Sudanese
people to believe and trust in us, in
what we do when we rain bombs on
their country and they have done nothing to the United States. The people of
Iraq certainly have not done anything
to the United States, and we certainly
can find leaders around the world that
have not done equally bad things. I
think we should stop and think about
this.
Just today it was announced that the
Turks are lined up on the Syrian border. What for? To go in there and kill
the Kurds because they do not like the
Kurds. I think that is terrible. But
what are we doing about it? Who are
the Turks? They are our allies, they
are our friends. They get military assistance. The American people are paying the Turks to keep their military
up. So we are responsible for that.
This policy makes no sense. Some
day we have to think about the security of United States. We spend this
money. We spent nearly $100 million
bombing nobody and everybody for who
knows what reason last week. At the
same time our military forces are
under trained and lack equipment, and
we are wasting money all around the
world trying to get more people, see
how many people we can get to hate us.
Some day we have to stop and say why
are we pursuing this. Why do we not
have a policy that says that we should,
as a Congress, defend the United
States, protect us, have a strong military, but not to police the world in this
endless adventure of trying to be everything to everybody. We have been
on both sides of every conflict since
World War II. Even not too long ago
they were talking about bombing in
Kosovo. As a matter of fact, that is
still a serious discussion. But a few
months ago they said, well, we are not
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quite sure who the good guys are,
maybe we ought to bomb both sides. It
makes no sense. Why do we not become
friends to both sides?
There are people around the world
that we deal with that are equally repulsive to Saddam Hussein, and I believe very sincerely that the founders
of this country were on the right track
when they said stay out of entangling
alliances. And we should trade with
people; we would get along with them
better. We have pursued this type of
policy in Cuba for 40 years, and it has
served Castro well. Why do we not go
down and get rid of Castro? Where do
we get this authority to kill a dictator? We do not have that authority,
and to do it under one day of hearings,
mark it up, bring it up the next day
under suspension; I do not understand
why anybody could vote for this just on
the nature of it.
We should not be doing this. We
should stop and think about it and try
to figure out a much better way.
I, for instance, am on a bill to trade
with Cuba. Oh, how horrible, we should
not trade with Cuba, they are a bunch
of Commies down there. But we should
be selling them rice and we should be
selling them our crops. We should not
be bombing these people.
As my colleagues know, at the end of
this bill I think we get a hint as to why
we do not go to Rwanda for humanitarian reasons. Now there is some
atrocities. Why do we not clean that
mess up? Because I believe very sincerely that there is another element
tied into this, and I think it has something to do with money, and I think it
has something to do with oil. The oil
interests need the oil in Iraq, and he
does not, Saddam Hussein does not,
comply with the people of the west. So
he has to go.
But also at the end of this legislation
it tells us something about what might
be going on. It is they are asking to set
up and check into the funds that Saddam Hussein owes to the west. Who is
owed? They do not owe me any money.
But I will bet my colleagues there is a
lot of banks in New York who are owed
a lot of money, and this is one of the
goals, to set up and make sure Saddam
Hussein pays his bills.
All I do is ask my colleagues to think
about it, urge them to go slowly. Nothing is so pressing that we should give
the President this much authority to
go to war.
Under the appropriations it is endless, it is open, endless, and here we are
concerned about saving Social Security. Any amount of money spent on
this bill comes out of Social Security.
Yes, there was yelling and screaming
about a tax cut. Oh, it is coming out of
Social Security. Well, this money is
not appropriated, and it is such sums
as necessary for military and economic
benefits. After we get rid of one thug,
we are going to have it in. I hope we
make a better choice than we did with
Bin Laden. I mean he was our close
ally.

Please think twice, slow up, vote
against this bill. We do not need this.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 8
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. HAMILTON), and I ask unanimous
consent that he be permitted to control
this time.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MILLER of Florida). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?
There was no objection.
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for this generous
grant of time, and I yield myself such
time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
bill, but I do have some concerns about
it. The bill appears to be simple. It authorizes U.S. assistance for Iraqi opposition to Saddam Hussein. There are
very good intentions behind it. Almost
all of us oppose Saddam Hussein, and
we would like to see him out of power.
We all want to support a viable Iraqi
opposition.
Having said that, the bill does have
some serious implications for United
States efforts to retain the sanctions
on Iraq and maintain strong international support for our policies toward Iraq.
My understanding is that U.S. policy
toward Iraq since the Gulf War has
been a policy of containment. We have
pursued that policy now for over 2 administrations. That policy has been
reasonably successful at a price that
we are willing to pay. We have protected fundamental American national
interests in the region, stability, the
free flow of oil, the security of friends
and allies. We have specifically rejected an invasion of Iraq to overthrow
Saddam Hussein. Such an invasion
would take several hundred thousand
troops. There is no guarantee that we
would get Saddam Hussein or that his
successor would be any better.
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Having rejected an invasion of Iraq,
but still seeking to get rid of Saddam,
we now come to this bill. The policy
message that Congress sends with this
bill is different than the stated policy
of the United States.
This bill states that it should be the
policy of the United States to seek to
remove the regime headed by Saddam
Hussein. What is striking about the bill
is the United States, the most powerful
nation in the world, would depend on
third parties, not even third countries,
to carry out its policy objectives.
Let me state several concerns about
the bill even though I support the bill.
First no one should underestimate the
difficulties of uniting the Iraqi opposition. It includes some 70 groups and at
least three or four major groups.
We have tried over many years to
unite the Iraqi opposition, and it has
not happened. There is, however, modest reason for encouragement. The two
main Kurdish groups have a fragile
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agreement with each other, but they
don’t want to work with Ahmed
Chalabi.
We have aided some of these opposition leaders since the early 1970s. We
have worked hard since 1991 to bring
them together. Success has been limited. Any program for unifying the opposition and turning it into a viable alternative through the current Iraqi regime is a long-term proposition.
Second, I am concerned about creating false expectations. Iraqi opposition
leaders may misinterpret this bill as an
open-ended U.S. commitment to their
cause.
When the Kurdish leaders were in
town last week, they talked about security assurances from the United
States. It is apparent from their comments that they expect very substantial support from the United States, including air power.
We have to spell out very carefully
and in writing what the United States
is prepared and not prepared to do. On
at least three occasions, Iraqi opposition leaders felt that the United States
broke its commitments, and we should
not contribute to false expectations
again.
Third, there is a wide gap here between means and objectives in this bill.
When we declare that our policy is to
remove Saddam Hussein from power,
we raise the objectives of our policy
very high. Yet we provide modest
means to achieve what has proven to
be a very difficult objective. When you
have a gap between goals and means,
that often leads to trouble in the conduct of American foreign policy.
Fourth, I wonder whether the bill is
at all workable, whether it is possible
for the administration to implement a
program of military assistance. For example, can we identify any country
that is prepared to accept military
equipment in the presence of armed
Iraqi opposition groups on its territory? I am not able to do that as of
now.
Finally, the bill could harm the ability of the United States to keep U.N.
sanctions in place against Iraq. If it becomes the public policy of the United
States to remove Saddam Hussein, as
this bill seeks to do, then there will be
less unity in confronting Baghdad,
more criticism of the United States,
and probably more difficulty in getting
support for sanctions and for U.N.
weapons
inspections
among
Arab
States and among Security Council
members.
Under present circumstances, it is
hard to name one Arab country or one
Security Council member that would
support a U.S. program to remove Saddam Hussein from power.
I understand that some Members
question how well the sanctions are
working, but we should not throw out
one of the key elements of our strategy.
No Member should think that by supporting this bill, we are strengthening
sanctions against Iraq. We risk the opposite.

