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clearly condemned by the International Labor
Organization, United Nations Human Rights
Commission, Amnesty International, and our
own Department of State.

Columbia can drastically reduce the vio-
lence against trade unionists. It begins with ef-
fectively halting the impunity enjoyed by these
perpetrators, many of which have credible ties
to the military and police. Columbia must ag-
gressively prosecute these criminals and re-
store its people’s confidence in justice.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution fall short in con-
demning the impunity enjoyed by human rights
violators and the violence perpetrated against
all levels of society, including organized labor.
Many of my fellow Members have actively en-
gaged the Columbian Government with these
concerns but without success. Passing a reso-
lution basically congratulating Columbia on im-
proving its human rights record is wrong and
counterproductive.

It is my hope that Columbia will choose to
aggressively improve it’s human rights record,
so in the future we may pass a similar resolu-
tion, with unanimous consent.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
House International Relations Committee and
the Subcommittee on the Western Hemi-
sphere, I would like to state my strong objec-
tions to the manner in which this piece of leg-
islation was raised. I was only made aware of
the existence of this legislation this morning,
just a couple of hours before I was expected
to vote on it. There was no committee markup
of the legislation, nor was there any notice
that this legislation would appear on today’s
suspension calendar.

This legislation represents a very serious
and significant shift in United States policy to-
ward Colombia. It sets us on a slippery slope
toward unwise military intervention in a foreign
civil war that has nothing to do with the United
States.

Our policy toward Colombia was already ill-
advised when it consisted of an expensive
front in our failed ‘‘war on drugs.’’ Plan Colom-
bia, launched nearly 2 years ago, sent $1.3
billion to Colombia under the guise of this war
on drugs. A majority of that went to the Co-
lombian military; much was no doubt lost
through corruption. Though this massive as-
sistance program was supposed to put an end
to the FARC and other rebel groups involved
in drug trafficking, 2 years later we are now
being told—in this legislation and elsewhere—
that the FARC and rebel groups are stronger
than ever. So now we are being asked to pro-
vide even more assistance in an effort that
seems to have had a result the opposite of
what was intended. In effect, we are being
asked to redouble failed efforts. That doesn’t
make sense.

At the time Plan Colombia was introduced,
President Clinton promised the American peo-
ple that this action would in no way drag us
into the Colombian civil war. This current leg-
islation takes a bad policy and makes it much
worse. This legislation calls for the United
States ‘‘to assist the Government of Colombia
protect its democracy from United States-des-
ignated foreign terrorist organizations . . . ’’ In
other words, this legislation elevates a civil
war in Colombia to the level of the inter-
national war on terror, and it will drag us deep
into the conflict.

Mr. Speaker, there is a world of difference
between a rebel group fighting a civil war in a
foreign country and the kind of international

terrorist organization that targeted the United
States last September. As ruthless and violent
as the three rebel groups in Colombia no
doubt are, their struggle for power in that
country is an internal one. None of the three
appears to have any intention of carrying out
terrorist activities in the United States. Should
we become involved in a civil war against
them, however, these organizations may well
begin to view the United States as a legitimate
target. What possible reason could there be
for us to take on such a deadly risk? What
possible rewards could there be for the United
States support for one faction or the other in
this civil war?

As with much of our interventionism, if you
scratch the surface of the high-sounding calls
to ‘‘protect democracy’’ and ‘‘stop drug traf-
ficking’’ you often find commercial interests
driving U.S. foreign policy. This also appears
to be the case in Colombia. And like Afghani-
stan, Kosovo, Iraq, and elsewhere, that com-
mercial interest appears to be related to oil
The U.S. administration request for FY 2003
includes a request for an additional $98 million
to help protect the Cano-Limon Pipeline—joint-
ly owned by the Colombian Government and
Occidental Petroleum. Rebels have been
blowing up parts of the pipeline and the result-
ing disruption of the flow of oil is costing Occi-
dental Petroleum and the Colombian Govern-
ment more than half a billion dollars per year.
Now the administration wants the American
taxpayer to finance the equipping and training
of a security force to protect the pipeline,
which much of the training coming from the
U.S. military. Since when is it the responsibility
of the American citizen to subsidize risky in-
vestments made by private companies in for-
eign countries? And since when is it the duty
of American service men and women to lay
their lives on the line for these commercial in-
terests?

Further intervention in the internal political
and military affairs of Colombia will only in-
crease the mistrust and anger of the average
Colombian citizen toward the United States,
as these citizens will face the prospect of an
ongoing, United States-supported war in their
country. Already Plan Colombia has fueled the
deep resentment of Colombian farmers toward
the United States. These farmers have seen
their legitimate crops destroyed, water supply
polluted, and families sprayed as powerful her-
bicides miss their intended marks. An esca-
lation of American involvement will only make
matters worse.

Mr. Speaker, at this critical time, our pre-
cious military and financial resources must not
be diverted to a conflict that has nothing to do
with the United States and poses no threat to
the United States. Trying to designate in-
creased military involvement in Colombia as a
new front on the ‘‘war on terror’’ makes no
sense at all. It will only draw the United States
into a quagmire much like Vietnam. The Co-
lombian civil war is now in its fourth decade;
pretending that the fighting there is somehow
related to our international war on terrorism is
to stretch the imagination to the breaking
point. It is unwise and dangerous.

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ex-
press my support for the people of Colombia
and ask my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion.

The people of Colombia have suffered
through years of violence, deprivation, and
discord. They have seen their country torn

apart in a violent war between their govern-
ment and various rebel factions.

Despite the best efforts of President
Pastrana, the murder and kidnapping of Co-
lombian citizens, government officials, and
even American visitors have increased. His ef-
forts to reach a peaceful settlement have been
rejected by the rebel groups.

Mr. Speaker, the United States has made a
commitment to addressing the root cause of
these problems in Colombia—the drug trade.
Through Plan Colombia we are working with
our Andean allies to destroy drug production
and interrupt drug traffic.

Our assistance will help Colombia’s Govern-
ment lead the country and, eventually, end
drug production and stabilize the Andean re-
gion.

As Colombia continues working to secure
lasting peace, the United States should con-
tinue to offer support and assistance.

This resolution is an important expression of
that support, and I urge my colleagues to vote
for it.

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HYDE) that the House suspend
the rules and agree to the resolution,
H.Res. 358.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

CONGRATULATING THE UNITED
STATES MILITARY ACADEMY AT
WEST POINT ON ITS BICENTEN-
NIAL ANNIVERSARY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the Sen-
ate joint resolution, S.J. Res. 32.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
MCHUGH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the Senate joint resolu-
tion, S.J. Res. 32, on which the yeas
and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 407, nays 1,
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 50]
YEAS—407

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett

Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior

Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp
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