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chief, and by representing a journalist 
sentenced to jail for posting his own 
political thoughts on line. And per-
haps, most importantly, Gao had writ-
ten an open letter to the Chinese lead-
ership condemning the unfounded per-
secution of the Falun Gong. 

The resolution before the House 
today commends Gao and other Chi-
nese human rights lawyers for their 
brave and principled actions on behalf 
of individual Chinese citizens fighting 
the government’s injustice. It also con-
demns the Chinese Government’s 
ceaseless efforts to harass, intimidate 
and imprison lawyers who are simply 
attempting to uphold China’s own Con-
stitution. 

Madam Speaker, when Bob Kennedy 
spoke to South African students four 
decades ago, it seemed inconceivable 
that apartheid would fall and that 
human rights and democracy would 
one day flourish in South Africa. 
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The skeptics were wrong. Today it 
seems similarly probable that China 
will one day have a democratically 
elected government that respects 
human rights. But Gao and his fellow 
human rights lawyers have bravely re-
fused to concede defeat, and we remain 
grateful to their moral courage and 
willingness to persevere despite all the 
odds. When the day comes that human 
rights are respected in China, we will 
all stand to applaud Gao and his col-
leagues. 

Madam Speaker, I strongly support 
this resolution. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY), 
the author of this resolution. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the chairman for 
yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today to call 
attention to the persecution that has 
been well laid out to those who dare 
challenge the Chinese Government on 
matters of human rights and religious 
freedom. This resolution calls on the 
Government of China to stop its perse-
cution of lawyers who defend clients in 
human rights and religious freedom 
cases and to repeal its laws designed to 
prohibit unlicensed religions from 
meeting freely. 

The case of Gao Zhisheng, one of Chi-
na’s best-known lawyers and human 
rights defenders, is illustrative of the 
abuse that the Chinese people suffer for 
the exercise of rights that many Amer-
icans take for granted. 

Mr. Gao has dared to represent Chi-
nese citizens in lawsuits over corrup-
tion, land seizures, police abuse, and 
violations of religious freedom. One of 
these lawsuits was filed to appeal a 
verdict against Cai Zhuohua, who was 
found guilty of illegal business prac-
tices because he dared to distribute Bi-
bles. Because of his human rights de-

fense work, Mr. Gao had his law prac-
tice closed and virtually everyone he 
knew and his family followed by state 
agents. 

Madam Speaker, just as troubling is 
the case of Chen Guangcheng, a human 
rights lawyer who is blind and who ex-
posed cases of violence against women, 
including forced abortion and forced 
sterilization under China’s one-child 
policy. For his advocacy, last October 
Mr. Chen was beaten by state agents, 
placed under house arrest, and this 
past March taken into police custody. 
His whereabouts are presently un-
known. 

These are not isolated cases, accord-
ing to the Department of State 2005 
Country Report on Human Rights 
Practices in China. That report de-
tailed the serious intimidation and 
abuse that continues to occur in China 
for those who defend basic human 
rights and religious freedom. In fact, 
with the promulgation of the Regula-
tions on Religious Affairs, the Chinese 
Government has stepped up its efforts 
to eliminate unregistered religious ac-
tivity with raids on house church 
Christian groups and the detention of 
hundreds of house church leaders, doz-
ens of whom remain in custody. 

Last November I stood with Chair-
man CHRIS SMITH, Ranking Member 
LANTOS, and Minority Leader NANCY 
PELOSI and listened as the U.S. Com-
mission on International Religious 
Freedom report the active efforts to 
suppress religion it found in China. The 
commission’s report detailed system-
atic activity against religious freedom, 
including the criminalization of unreg-
istered religious organizations and se-
vere penalties for those who engage in 
unregistered religious activities. Those 
who defy these rules are subject to har-
assment, detention, arrest, and closing 
of their religious facilities. Some, like 
the members of Falun Gong, face bru-
tal oppression for their beliefs and hor-
rific acts of torture that shock the con-
science. 

Madam Speaker, when I traveled to 
China last year, I spoke with govern-
ment officials, including representa-
tives of the Chinese Catholic Patriotic 
Association, to address these subjects. 
I spoke of the need for the U.S. and 
China to have an open dialogue about 
the importance of respecting these val-
ues. As I said then, fundamental 
human rights such as religious freedom 
should face no ideological, political, or 
geographic boundaries. These are 
rights given to man by the Almighty. 
They are part of who we are as human 
beings and are bigger than any govern-
ment. 

Madam Speaker, I urge the Chinese 
Government to release Chen 
Guangcheng and to cease persecution 
of Gao Zhisheng and reinstate his li-
cense. If China wants the respect of the 
world, it needs to respect its own peo-
ple. I ask my colleagues to support this 
resolution. Let us make a statement 
that the Chinese Government and the 
Chinese rights defenders will hear. 

Mr. LANTOS. Madam Speaker, this 
body stands united in calling on the 
Chinese Government to release this 
courageous fighter for human rights, 
and we urge all Members to vote for 
this resolution. 

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

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 
Speaker, I want to thank Mr. KENNEDY 
for his eloquent statement as well as 
TOM LANTOS for his always eloquent 
statements on behalf of human rights. 

Madam Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MILLER of Michigan). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
agree to the concurrent resolution, H. 
Con. Res. 365. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this question will be 
postponed. 

f 

IRAN FREEDOM SUPPORT ACT 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 282) to hold the 
current regime in Iran accountable for 
its threatening behavior and to support 
a transition to democracy in Iran, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 282 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Iran Free-
dom Support Act’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title 
Sec. 2. Table of contents 
TITLE I—CODIFICATION OF SANCTIONS 

AGAINST IRAN 
Sec. 101. Codification of sanctions 
Sec. 102. Liability of parent companies for 

violations of sanctions by for-
eign entities 

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE IRAN 
AND LIBYA SANCTIONS ACT OF 1996 
AND OTHER PROVISIONS RELATED TO 
INVESTMENT IN IRAN 

Sec. 201. Multilateral regime 
Sec. 202. Imposition of sanctions 
Sec. 203. Termination of sanctions 
Sec. 204. Sunset 
Sec. 205. Clarification and expansion of defi-

nitions 
Sec. 206. United States pension plans 
Sec. 207. Technical and conforming amend-

ments 
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TITLE III—DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS TO 

CURTAIL IRANIAN NUCLEAR PRO-
LIFERATION AND SPONSORSHIP OF 
INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM 

Sec. 301. Diplomatic efforts 
Sec. 302. Strengthening the Nuclear Non-

proliferation Treaty 
TITLE IV—DEMOCRACY IN IRAN 

Sec. 401. Declaration of Congress regarding 
United States policy toward 
Iran 

Sec. 402. Assistance to support democracy in 
Iran 

Sec. 403. Waiver of certain export license re-
quirements 

TITLE I—CODIFICATION OF SANCTIONS 
AGAINST IRAN 

SEC. 101. CODIFICATION OF SANCTIONS. 
(a) CODIFICATION OF SANCTIONS.—United 

States sanctions, controls, and regulations 
with respect to Iran imposed pursuant to Ex-
ecutive Order 12957, sections 1(b) through 
(1)(g) and sections (2) through (6) of Execu-
tive Order 12959, and sections 2 and 3 of Exec-
utive Order 13059 (relating to exports and 
certain other transactions with Iran) as in 
effect on January 1, 2006, shall remain in ef-
fect until the President certifies to the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Foreign Relations of the Senate that the 
Government of Iran has verifiably disman-
tled its weapons of mass destruction pro-
grams. 

(b) NO EFFECT ON OTHER SANCTIONS RELAT-
ING TO SUPPORT FOR ACTS OF INTERNATIONAL 
TERRORISM.—Subsection (a) shall have no ef-
fect on United States sanctions, controls, 
and regulations relating to a determination 
under section 6(j)(1)(A) of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 
2405(j)(1)(A)), section 620A(a) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2371(a)), or 
section 40(d) of the Arms Export Control Act 
(22 U.S.C. 2780(d)) relating to support for acts 
of international terrorism by the Govern-
ment of Iran, as in effect on January 1, 2006. 
SEC. 102. LIABILITY OF PARENT COMPANIES FOR 

VIOLATIONS OF SANCTIONS BY FOR-
EIGN ENTITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In any case in which an 
entity engages in an act outside the United 
States which, if committed in the United 
States or by a United States person, would 
violate Executive Order 12959 of May 6, 1995, 
Executive Order 13059 of August 19, 1997, or 
any other prohibition on transactions with 
respect to Iran that is imposed under the 
International Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) and if that entity 
was created or availed of for the purpose of 
engaging in such an act, the parent company 
of that entity shall be subject to the pen-
alties for such violation to the same extent 
as if the parent company had engaged in that 
act. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(1) an entity is a ‘‘parent company’’ of an-

other entity if it owns, directly or indirectly, 
more than 50 percent of the equity interest 
in that other entity and is a United States 
person; and 

(2) the term ‘‘entity’’ means a partnership, 
association, trust, joint venture, corpora-
tion, or other organization. 
TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE IRAN 

AND LIBYA SANCTIONS ACT OF 1996 AND 
OTHER PROVISIONS RELATED TO IN-
VESTMENT IN IRAN 

SEC. 201. MULTILATERAL REGIME. 
(a) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Section 4(b) of 

the Iran and Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 (50 
U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(b) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
six months after the date of the enactment 

of the Iran Freedom Support Act and every 
six months thereafter, the President shall 
submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees a report regarding specific diplo-
matic efforts undertaken pursuant to sub-
section (a), the results of those efforts, and a 
description of proposed diplomatic efforts 
pursuant to such subsection. Each report 
shall include— 

‘‘(1) a list of the countries that have agreed 
to undertake measures to further the objec-
tives of section 3 with respect to Iran; 

‘‘(2) a description of those measures, in-
cluding— 

‘‘(A) government actions with respect to 
public or private entities (or their subsidi-
aries) located in their territories, that are 
engaged in Iran; 

‘‘(B) any decisions by the governments of 
these countries to rescind or continue the 
provision of credits, guarantees, or other 
governmental assistance to these entities; 
and 

‘‘(C) actions taken in international fora to 
further the objectives of section 3; 

‘‘(3) a list of the countries that have not 
agreed to undertake measures to further the 
objectives of section 3 with respect to Iran, 
and the reasons therefor; and 

‘‘(4) a description of any memorandums of 
understanding, political understandings, or 
international agreements to which the 
United States has acceded which affect im-
plementation of this section or section 
5(a).’’. 

(b) WAIVER.—Section 4(c) of such Act (50 
U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(c) WAIVER.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The President may, on a 

case by case basis, waive for a period of not 
more than six months the application of sec-
tion 5(a) with respect to a national of a coun-
try, if the President certifies to the appro-
priate congressional committees at least 30 
days before such waiver is to take effect 
that— 

‘‘(A) such waiver is vital to the national 
security interests of the United States; and 

‘‘(B) the country of the national has under-
taken substantial measures to prevent the 
acquisition and development of weapons of 
mass destruction by the Government of Iran. 

‘‘(2) SUBSEQUENT RENEWAL OF WAIVER.—If 
the President determines that, in accordance 
with paragraph (1), such a waiver is appro-
priate, the President may, at the conclusion 
of the period of a waiver under paragraph (1), 
renew such waiver for subsequent periods of 
not more than six months each.’’. 

(c) INVESTIGATIONS.—Section 4 of such Act 
(50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(f) INVESTIGATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall ini-

tiate an investigation into the possible im-
position of sanctions against a person upon 
receipt by the United States of credible in-
formation indicating that such person is en-
gaged in activity related to investment in 
Iran as described in section 5(a). 

‘‘(2) DETERMINATION AND NOTIFICATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after an investigation is initiated in accord-
ance with paragraph (1), the President shall 
determine, pursuant to section 5(a), whether 
or not to impose sanctions against a person 
engaged in activity related to investment in 
Iran as described in such section as a result 
of such activity and shall notify the appro-
priate congressional committees of the basis 
for such determination. 

‘‘(B) EXTENSION.—If the President is unable 
to make a determination under subpara-
graph (A), the President shall notify the ap-
propriate congressional committees and 
shall extend such investigation for a subse-
quent period, not to exceed 180 days, after 

which the President shall make the deter-
mination required under such subparagraph 
and shall notify the appropriate congres-
sional committees of the basis for such de-
termination in accordance with such sub-
paragraph. 

‘‘(3) DETERMINATIONS REGARDING PENDING 
INVESTIGATIONS.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President shall, with respect to any inves-
tigation that was pending as of January 1, 
2006, concerning a person engaged in activity 
related to investment in Iran as described in 
section 5(a), determine whether or not to im-
pose sanctions against such person as a re-
sult of such activity and shall notify the ap-
propriate congressional committees of the 
basis for such determination. 

‘‘(4) PUBLICATION.—Not later than 10 days 
after the President notifies the appropriate 
congressional committees under paragraphs 
(2) and (3), the President shall ensure publi-
cation in the Federal Register of the identi-
fication of the persons against which the 
President has made a determination that the 
imposition of sanctions is appropriate, to-
gether with an explanation for such deter-
mination.’’. 

SEC. 202. IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS. 

(a) SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO DEVELOP-
MENT OF PETROLEUM RESOURCES.—Section 
5(a) of the Iran and Libya Sanctions Act of 
1996 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by striking ‘‘TO IRAN’’ 
and inserting ‘‘TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF PE-
TROLEUM RESOURCES OF IRAN’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘(6)’’ and inserting ‘‘(5)’’; 
and 

(3) by striking ‘‘with actual knowledge,’’. 

(b) SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO DEVELOP-
MENT OF WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION OR 
OTHER MILITARY CAPABILITIES.—Section 5(b) 
of such Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) MANDATORY SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT 
TO DEVELOPMENT OF WEAPONS OF MASS DE-
STRUCTION OR OTHER MILITARY CAPABILI-
TIES.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the President shall impose two or 
more of the sanctions described in para-
graphs (1) through (5) of section 6 if the 
President determines that a person has, on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, exported, transferred, or otherwise pro-
vided to Iran any goods, services, tech-
nology, or other items knowing that the pro-
vision of such goods, services, technology, or 
other items would contribute to the ability 
of Iran to— 

‘‘(1) acquire or develop chemical, biologi-
cal, or nuclear weapons or related tech-
nologies; or 

‘‘(2) acquire or develop destabilizing num-
bers and types of advanced conventional 
weapons.’’. 

(c) PERSONS AGAINST WHICH THE SANCTIONS 
ARE TO BE IMPOSED.—Section 5(c)(2) of such 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘, with 
actual knowledge,’’ and by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘, with 
actual knowledge,’’ and by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding after subparagraph (C) the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) is a private or government lender, in-
surer, underwriter, or guarantor of the per-
son referred to in paragraph (1) if that pri-
vate or government lender, insurer, under-
writer, or guarantor engaged in the activi-
ties referred to in paragraph (1).’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to actions taken on or after March 15, 2006. 
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SEC. 203. TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS. 

Section 8(a) of the Iran and Libya Sanc-
tions Act of 1996 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(3) poses no significant threat to United 
States national security, interests, or al-
lies.’’. 
SEC. 204. SUNSET. 

Section 13 of the Iran and Libya Sanctions 
Act of 1996 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by striking ‘‘; 
SUNSET’’; 

(2) in subsection (a), by striking the sub-
section designation and heading; and 

(3) by striking subsection (b). 
SEC. 205. CLARIFICATION AND EXPANSION OF 

DEFINITIONS. 
(a) PERSON.—Section 14(14)(B) of the Iran 

and Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 (50 U.S.C. 
1701 note) is amended— 

(1) by inserting after ‘‘trust,’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘financial institution, insurer, un-
derwriter, guarantor, any other business or-
ganization, including any foreign subsidi-
aries of the foregoing,’’; and 

(2) by inserting before the semicolon the 
following: ‘‘, such as an export credit agen-
cy’’. 

(b) PETROLEUM RESOURCES.—Section 14(15) 
of the Iran and Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 
(50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended by inserting 
after ‘‘petroleum’’ the second place it ap-
pears, the following: ‘‘, petroleum by-prod-
ucts,’’. 
SEC. 206. UNITED STATES PENSION PLANS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The United States and the international 
community face no greater threat to their 
security than the prospect of rogue regimes 
who support international terrorism obtain-
ing weapons of mass destruction, and par-
ticularly nuclear weapons. 

(2) Iran is the leading state sponsor of 
international terrorism and is close to 
achieving nuclear weapons capability but 
has paid no price for nearly twenty years of 
deception over its nuclear program. Foreign 
entities that have invested in Iran’s energy 
sector, despite Iran’s support of inter-
national terrorism and its nuclear program, 
have afforded Iran a free pass while many 
United States entities have unknowingly in-
vested in those same foreign entities. 

(3) United States investors have a great 
deal at stake in preventing Iran from acquir-
ing nuclear weapons. 

(4) United States investors can have con-
siderable influence over the commercial de-
cisions of the foreign entities in which they 
have invested. 

(b) PUBLICATION IN FEDERAL REGISTER.— 
Not later than six months after the date of 
the enactment of this Act and every six 
months thereafter, the Secretary of State 
shall ensure publication in the Federal Reg-
ister of a list of all United States and foreign 
entities that have invested more than 
$20,000,000 in Iran’s energy sector between 
August 5, 1996, and the date of such publica-
tion. Such list shall include an itemization 
of individual investments of each such enti-
ty, including the dollar value, intended pur-
pose, and current status of each such invest-
ment. 

(c) SENSE OF CONGRESS RELATING TO DIVES-
TITURE FROM IRAN.—It is the sense of Con-
gress that, upon publication of a list in the 
relevant Federal Register under subsection 
(b), managers of United States Government 
pension plans or thrift savings plans, man-

agers of pension plans maintained in the pri-
vate sector by plan sponsors in the United 
States, and managers of mutual funds sold or 
distributed in the United States should, to 
the extent consistent with the legal and fidu-
ciary duties otherwise imposed on them, im-
mediately initiate efforts to divest all in-
vestments of such plans or funds in any enti-
ty included on the list. 

(d) SENSE OF CONGRESS RELATING TO PROHI-
BITION ON FUTURE INVESTMENT.—It is the 
sense of Congress that, upon publication of a 
list in the relevant Federal Register under 
subsection (b), there should be, to the extent 
consistent with the legal and fiduciary du-
ties otherwise imposed on them, no future 
investment in any entity included on the list 
by managers of United States Government 
pension plans or thrift savings plans, man-
agers of pension plans maintained in the pri-
vate sector by plan sponsors in the United 
States, and managers of mutual funds sold or 
distributed in the United States. 
SEC. 207. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Section 2 of the Iran and 

Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 (50 U.S.C. 1701 
note) is amended by striking paragraph (4). 

(b) DECLARATION OF POLICY.—Section 3 of 
the Iran and Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 (50 
U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘(a) POL-
ICY WITH RESPECT TO IRAN.—’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (b). 
(c) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.—Section 8 

of the Iran and Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 
(50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘(a) 
IRAN.—’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (b). 
(d) DURATION OF SANCTIONS; PRESIDENTIAL 

WAIVER.—Section 9(c)(2)(C) of the Iran and 
Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 (50 U.S.C. 1701 
note) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(C) an estimate of the significance of the 
provision of the items described in section 
5(a) or section 5(b) to Iran’s ability to, re-
spectively, develop its petroleum resources 
or its weapons of mass destruction or other 
military capabilities; and’’. 

(e) REPORTS REQUIRED.—Section 10(b)(1) of 
the Iran and Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 (50 
U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended by striking 
‘‘and Libya’’ each place it appears. 

(f) DEFINITIONS.—Section 14 of the Iran and 
Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 (50 U.S.C. 1701 
note) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (9)— 
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A), by— 
(i) striking ‘‘, or with the Government of 

Libya or a nongovernmental entity in 
Libya,’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘nongovenmental’’ and in-
serting ‘‘nongovernmental’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘or 
Libya (as the case may be)’’; 

(2) by striking paragraph (12); and 
(3) by redesignating paragraphs (13), (14), 

(15), (16), and (17) as paragraphs (12), (13), (14), 
(15), and (16), respectively. 

(g) SHORT TITLE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1 of the Iran and 

Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 (50 U.S.C. 1701 
note) is amended by striking ‘‘and Libya’’. 

(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any 
other provision of law, regulation, document, 
or other record of the United States to the 
‘‘Iran and Libya Sanctions Act of 1996’’ shall 
be deemed to be a reference to the ‘‘Iran 
Sanctions Act of 1996’’. 
TITLE III—DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS TO CUR-

TAIL IRANIAN NUCLEAR PROLIFERA-
TION AND SPONSORSHIP OF INTER-
NATIONAL TERRORISM 

SEC. 301. DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS RELATING TO 

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL AND THE 

INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY.—It 
is the sense of Congress that the President 
should instruct the United States Permanent 
Representative to the United Nations to 
work to secure support at the United Nations 
Security Council for a resolution that would 
impose sanctions on Iran as a result of its re-
peated breaches of its nuclear nonprolifera-
tion obligations, to remain in effect until 
Iran has verifiably dismantled its weapons of 
mass destruction programs. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUN-
TRIES THAT INVEST IN THE ENERGY SECTOR OF 
IRAN.— 

(1) WITHHOLDING OF ASSISTANCE.—If, on or 
after April 13, 2005, a foreign person (as de-
fined in section 14 of the Iran Sanctions Act 
of 1996 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note), as renamed pur-
suant to section 208(g)(1)) or an agency or in-
strumentality of a foreign government has 
more than $20,000,000 invested in Iran’s en-
ergy sector, the President shall, until the 
date on which such person or agency or in-
strumentality of such government termi-
nates such investment, withhold assistance 
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 
U.S.C. 2151 et seq.) to the government of the 
country to which such person owes alle-
giance or to which control is exercised over 
such agency or instrumentality. 

(2) WAIVER.—Assistance prohibited by this 
section may be furnished to the government 
of a foreign country described in subsection 
(a) if the President determines that fur-
nishing such assistance is important to the 
national security interests of the United 
States, furthers the goals described in this 
Act, and, not later that 15 days before obli-
gating such assistance, notifies the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the 
House of Representatives, the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives, and the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the Senate of such deter-
mination and submits to such committees a 
report that includes— 

(A) a statement of the determination; 
(B) a detailed explanation of the assistance 

to be provided; 
(C) the estimated dollar amount of the as-

sistance; and 
(D) an explanation of how the assistance 

furthers United States national security in-
terests. 
SEC. 302. STRENGTHENING THE NUCLEAR NON-

PROLIFERATION TREATY. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-

lowing: 
(1) Article IV of the Treaty on the Non- 

Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (commonly 
referred to as the ‘‘Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty’’ or ‘‘NPT’’) states that countries 
that are parties to the Treaty have the ‘‘in-
alienable right . . . to develop research, pro-
duction and use of nuclear energy for peace-
ful purposes without discrimination and in 
conformity with articles I and II of this 
Treaty.’’. 

(2) Iran has manipulated Article IV of the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty to acquire 
technologies needed to manufacture nuclear 
weapons under the guise of developing peace-
ful nuclear technology. 

(3) Legal authorities, diplomatic histo-
rians, and officials closely involved in the 
negotiation and ratification of the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty state that the Trea-
ty neither recognizes nor protects such a per 
se right to all nuclear technology, such as 
enrichment and reprocessing, but rather af-
firms that the right to the use of peaceful 
nuclear energy is qualified. 

(b) DECLARATION OF CONGRESS REGARDING 
UNITED STATES POLICY TO STRENGTHEN THE 
NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION TREATY.—Con-
gress declares that it should be the policy of 
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the United States to support diplomatic ef-
forts to end the manipulation of Article IV 
of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, as 
undertaken by Iran, without undermining 
the Treaty itself. 

TITLE IV—DEMOCRACY IN IRAN 
SEC. 401. DECLARATION OF CONGRESS REGARD-

ING UNITED STATES POLICY TO-
WARD IRAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Congress declares that it 
should be the policy of the United States to 
support independent human rights and 
peaceful pro-democracy forces in Iran. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed as authorizing 
the use of force against Iran. 
SEC. 402. ASSISTANCE TO SUPPORT DEMOCRACY 

IN IRAN. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President is author-

ized to provide financial and political assist-
ance (including the award of grants) to for-
eign and domestic individuals, organizations, 
and entities that support democracy and the 
promotion of democracy in Iran. Such assist-
ance may include the award of grants to eli-
gible independent pro-democracy radio and 
television broadcasting organizations that 
broadcast into Iran. 

(2) LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE.—In accord-
ance with the rule of construction described 
in subsection (b) of section 401, none of the 
funds authorized under this section shall be 
used to support the use of force against Iran. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE.—Financial 
and political assistance under this section 
may be provided only to an individual, orga-
nization, or entity that— 

(1) officially opposes the use of violence 
and terrorism and has not been designated as 
a foreign terrorist organization under sec-
tion 219 of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1189) at any time during the 
preceding four years; 

(2) advocates the adherence by Iran to non-
proliferation regimes for nuclear, chemical, 
and biological weapons and materiel; 

(3) is dedicated to democratic values and 
supports the adoption of a democratic form 
of government in Iran; 

(4) is dedicated to respect for human 
rights, including the fundamental equality of 
women; 

(5) works to establish equality of oppor-
tunity for people; and 

(6) supports freedom of the press, freedom 
of speech, freedom of association, and free-
dom of religion. 

(c) FUNDING.—The President may provide 
assistance under this section using— 

(1) funds available to the Middle East Part-
nership Initiative (MEPI), the Broader Mid-
dle East and North Africa Initiative, and the 
Human Rights and Democracy Fund; and 

(2) amounts made available pursuant to 
the authorization of appropriations under 
subsection (g). 

(d) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than 15 days 
before each obligation of assistance under 
this section, and in accordance with the pro-
cedures under section 634A of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2394–l), the 
President shall notify the Committee on 
International Relations and the Committee 
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions and the Committee on Appropriations 
of the Senate. Such notification shall in-
clude, as practicable, the types of programs 
supported by such assistance and the recipi-
ents of such assistance. 

(e) SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING DIPLO-
MATIC ASSISTANCE.—It is the sense of Con-
gress that— 

(1) contacts should be expanded with oppo-
sition groups in Iran that meet the criteria 
under subsection (b); 

(2) support for a transition to democracy in 
Iran should be expressed by United States 
representatives and officials in all appro-
priate international fora; 

(3) efforts to bring a halt to the nuclear 
weapons program of Iran, including steps to 
end the supply of nuclear components or fuel 
to Iran, should be intensified, with par-
ticular attention focused on the cooperation 
regarding such program— 

(A) between the Government of Iran and 
the Government of the Russian Federation; 
and 

(B) between the Government of Iran and 
individuals from China and Pakistan, includ-
ing the network of Dr. Abdul Qadeer (A. Q.) 
Khan; and 

(4) officials and representatives of the 
United States should— 

(A) strongly and unequivocally support in-
digenous efforts in Iran calling for free, 
transparent, and democratic elections; and 

(B) draw international attention to viola-
tions by the Government of Iran of human 
rights, freedom of religion, freedom of as-
sembly, and freedom of the press. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Department of State such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out this section. 
SEC. 403. WAIVER OF CERTAIN EXPORT LICENSE 

REQUIREMENTS. 
The Secretary of State may, in consulta-

tion with the Secretary of Commerce, waive 
the requirement to obtain a license for the 
export to, or by, any person to whom the De-
partment of State has provided a grant 
under a program to promote democracy or 
human rights abroad, any item which is 
commercially available in the United States 
without government license or permit, to the 
extent that such export would be used exclu-
sively for carrying out the purposes of the 
grant. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, I request 
the time in opposition if neither gen-
tleman is opposed to the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from California support the 
motion? 

Mr. LANTOS. Yes, I support the mo-
tion, Madam Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Then 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) 
is entitled to control 20 minutes in op-
position. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 10 minutes of my time 
to the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS) and ask unanimous consent 
that he be permitted to control that 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
New Jersey. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have 5 legislative days to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I rise in very strong support of H.R. 
282, the Iran Freedom Support Act. And 
I want to thank our colleague from 
Florida, Chairman ROS-LEHTINEN, for 
sponsoring this important legislation. I 
am proud to be an original cosponsor. 

The United States and the world 
community, Madam Speaker, are at a 
crucial point in our efforts to prevent 
Iran from producing nuclear weapons. 
Let us be clear: Iran’s acquisition of 
nuclear weapons will be a devastating 
blow to peace and security not only in 
the Middle East but in the entire 
world. 

Iran has been designated, as we 
know, as a ‘‘State Sponsor of Ter-
rorism’’ for over two decades. The De-
partment of State has declared in its 
most recent Country Reports on Ter-
rorism that Iran ‘‘remained the most 
active state sponsor of terrorism in the 
world.’’ Iran maintains ‘‘a high profile 
role,’’ they go on to say, ‘‘in encour-
aging antiIsraeli terrorist activity, 
both rhetorically and operationally,’’ 
according to the State Department. 
Supreme religious leader Khamenei 
does not just praise Palestinian ter-
rorist operations; Iran also provides 
Lebanese and Palestinian terrorist 
groups, most notably Hamas, with 
funding, safe haven, training, and 
weapons. Iran has now pledged to con-
tribute $50 million to Hamas so that 
the Hamas regime in Palestine can 
continue to resist international pres-
sure to recognize Israel’s right to exist. 

In October Iran’s President 
Ahmadinejad called for Israel to be 
‘‘wiped off the map.’’ In December he 
declared the Holocaust ‘‘a myth.’’ Last 
Monday he attacked Israel as a ‘‘fake 
regime’’ that ‘‘cannot logically con-
tinue to live.’’ Can we doubt that such 
people are capable of carrying out their 
threats if they ever acquire the means 
to do so? Have we learned nothing in 60 
years? 

This prudent measure will strengthen 
our sanctions regime against Iran’s nu-
clear weapons proliferation. To keep up 
economic pressure, the bill tightens 
the existing sanctions against Iran by 
requiring a yes-or-no decision on 
whether to impose sanctions on firms 
reported to be making investments in 
the Iranian petroleum sector. The bill 
also amends the Iran-Libya Sanctions 
Act, or ILSA, Public Law 104–172, to 
eliminate the 5-year sunset clause in-
cluded in the original ILSA. We should 
certainly not give the Iranians the im-
pression that they can wait us out on 
the sanctions issue. 

The bill requires that all bilateral 
U.S. sanctions, controls, and regula-
tions on Iran related to weapons of 
mass destruction remain in effect until 
Iran has verifiably dismantled its WMD 
programs. The bill also provides the 
means and moral pressure to encourage 
American investors and American pen-
sion plans to divest from companies 
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that invest in Iran’s energy sector. 
Such investment can be a powerful tool 
in our efforts to stop Iran’s march to-
wards nuclear weapons. 

In February, Madam Speaker, H. 
Con. Res. 341 passed overwhelmingly by 
this House, 404–4. We called on all 
members of the U.N. Security Council, 
in particular the Russian Federation 
and the People’s Republic of China, to 
take expeditious action in response to 
Iran’s noncompliance with the man-
date of the Security Council, and it 
calls on ‘‘all responsible members of 
the international community’’ to im-
pose economic sanctions designed to 
deny Iran the ability to develop nu-
clear weapons. 

We were severely criticized by many 
members of the world community, 
Madam Speaker, for not relying on the 
Security Council and on sanctions in 
our confrontation with Saddam Hus-
sein. Now is the time for the world 
community, for China and Russia espe-
cially, to show that they are indeed re-
sponsible members of the international 
community and take effective action 
to stop this terrorist regime in Iran. 

Time is running out. The world needs 
to act now. The Bush administration 
deserves high praise for working with 
our friends to get Iran to the Security 
Council where once again next week it 
will be on the agenda. 

This bill renews our call for diplo-
matic and multilateral action and will 
strengthen the President’s hand with 
our international partners. 

Finally, we must work to change 
Iran itself by working to promote de-
mocracy and human rights within Iran. 
This bill authorizes the President to 
provide democracy assistance to indi-
viduals who are working through ex-
clusively peaceful means to support de-
mocracy and promote democracy in 
Iran. It does not in any way authorize 
the use of force. 

The bill was introduced, as I noted, 
by our friend and colleague Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN of Florida, who has devoted 
tremendous efforts to secure its pas-
sage. She now has 360 cosponsors. 
Chairman HYDE had asked her to man-
age the bill, but she has a family emer-
gency in Florida that required her to 
leave for Florida and to be with her 
family. Our thoughts and prayers are 
with her during this time. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Madam Speaker, I sought the time in 
opposition mainly because it is a very 
opportune time to talk about our for-
eign policy and the disadvantages that 
intervention poses for us. 

There are two types of foreign policy 
we can have: interventionism, where 
we tell other people what to do; and 
the more traditional American foreign 
policy of nonintervention and not 
using force to tell other people what to 
do. The policy of foreign intervention 
has been around a long time, and it is 
not only one party that endorses it. In 

1998 we had a similar bill come up to 
the floor. It was called the Iraqi Free-
dom Act. And that was the preliminary 
stages of leading to a war, which is a 
very unpopular, very expensive, and 
deadly war going on right now in Iraq. 
So this is a similar bill moving in that 
direction. 
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The 1998 resolution, which required 
regime change and laid the plans out 
for regime change, did not come up 
under this administration. That oc-
curred with the previous administra-
tion. 

But I have no qualms about the goals 
of the authors of this legislation. They 
would like to see freedom in Iran. I 
would, too. It is just that I believe the 
use of force backfires on us, and when 
we use force such as sanctions and sub-
sidizing and giving money to dis-
sidents, what we really do is the oppo-
site of what we want. Those individuals 
who are trying to promote more free-
dom in Iran actually are forced to ally 
themselves with the radicals, so in-
stead of undermining the system, it 
has made it worse. It is always argued 
that they will welcome us when we 
march in as liberators, and Iraq proved 
that that was not the case. Iran won’t 
be much better. 

But let me just say a few things 
about interventionism. Interven-
tionism, which is essentially some-
thing that was gradually developed 
over the 20th century, led to a century 
of war and killing and was very expen-
sive to the American people in costs. It 
means that we assume the moral right 
and the constitutional authority to be 
involved in the internal affairs of other 
nations, and yet there is no moral 
right for us to get involved in the in-
ternal affairs of other countries, and 
there is no constitutional authority for 
us to do so. 

We are not designated as ‘‘the nation 
builder.’’ No matter how well-intended 
it is, it doesn’t work, and we don’t have 
this authority to do this. We have not 
been designated the ‘‘policeman of the 
world,’’ although we have assumed that 
role more so every year, and that has 
been going on for several decades. 

There are always more costs than 
anybody imagines. Iraq was supposed 
to cost $50 billion. It is now hundreds 
of billions of dollars. There is economic 
harm done. There is inflation that it 
causes. Yet it continues, and instead of 
coming to an end, it tends to spread. 
That is why I fear this so much. 

I see the way we are dealing with 
Iran as just spreading a problem that 
we contributed to in the Middle East. 
Too many innocent lives are lost, inno-
cent American lives, GIs that go over 
and are killed so needlessly, especially 
since we don’t achieve the goal of 
bringing freedom and liberty and de-
mocracy to these countries. 

Interventionism endorses the prin-
ciple that we have this authority to 
change regimes. We have been doing it 
for more than 50 years through activi-

ties of the CIA in a secret manner, and 
now we are doing it in a much more 
open manner where we literally invade 
countries. We initiate the force. We 
start the war because we believe that 
we have a monopoly on goodness that 
we can spread and teach other people 
to understand and live with. 

There are too many unintended con-
sequences, too much blow-back. It 
comes back to harm us in the long run. 
At one time we were an ally of Saddam 
Hussein. At one time we were an ally of 
Osama bin Laden. These things don’t 
work out the way we think they are 
going to. 

The one thing that interventionism 
endorses, which I strongly disagree 
with, it really deemphasizes diplo-
macy. It deemphasizes it to the point 
where if we don’t feel like it, we are 
not willing to talk to people. When we 
feel like it, we might demagogue it and 
pretend we are talking. But it really 
doesn’t encourage diplomacy. 

Another reason why interventionism 
is so bad for us, it encourages special 
interests to get behind our foreign pol-
icy and endorse what we are doing and 
influence what we are doing, possibly 
another country and possibly some in-
dustry that might influence us. 

Mr. LANTOS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of this resolution. The single-most 
important action that we will take 
today is to ensure that the Iran-Libya 
Sanctions Act is not extended. Libya 
no longer needs to be subject to such 
punitive measures. It is our partner in 
the global goal of controlling the 
spread of unconventional weapons. 

In December 2003, Libya took a bold 
and courageous step. It pledged to rid 
itself of all weapons of mass destruc-
tion. I was in Tripoli immediately 
thereafter in January 2004 to encourage 
the leadership of Libya to follow 
through with its stated goal. After 
that, Libya loaded its nuclear weapons 
onto American ships. These weapons, 
together with all detailed plans and 
programs, are today under lock and 
key in Tennessee. As a result, the leg-
islation now before us removes all ref-
erences to Libya from the Iran-Libya 
Sanctions Act. ILSA, Madam Speaker, 
is dead, and the Iran Sanctions Act will 
rise in its place. 

The weight of American sanctions 
will now be focused exclusively on Iran 
because the mullahs in Tehran con-
tinue to pursue blatantly their nuclear 
ambitions. The message to Tehran is 
simple: follow the Libya model, and we 
in Congress are more than prepared to 
open a new, constructive and happy 
chapter in U.S.-Iranian relations. 

Madam Speaker, the Iran Freedom 
Support Act will dramatically ratchet 
up the economic pressure on Tehran to 
abandon its head-long pursuit of nu-
clear weapons. If we fail to use both 
our economic and our diplomatic tools, 
the world will face a nightmare that 
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knows no end; a despotic, fundamen-
talist regime that avidly supports ter-
rorism, exploiting and threatening to 
use the ultimate weapon of terror. 

Just yesterday the leader of Iran in-
dicated that they stand ready to share 
their nuclear technology with the Gov-
ernment of Sudan, which as we speak 
here this morning is engaged in geno-
cide in Darfur. This is the regime that 
we are dealing with. 

It is very naive, Madam Speaker, to 
expect that we can convince Iran to 
end its nuclear program voluntarily 
based on reason. We can only hope to 
inflict economic pain at the highest 
levels in Tehran and starve the Iranian 
leadership of the resources it needs to 
fund a costly nuclear program. And 
that is the purpose of our legislation. 

Some argue that this legislation 
might undermine our relations with 
European allies which invest in Iran, 
but who have also helped lead an im-
portant diplomatic effort to bring the 
Iranian nuclear issue to the U.N. Secu-
rity Council. But that argument, 
Madam Speaker, is a pure and simple 
misreading of the contents of our bill. 

Our legislation is intended to rein-
force diplomacy with economics. We 
ask our allies to do what the United 
States did over a decade ago, divest 
from Iran’s energy sector, the cash cow 
of the ayatollahs’ nuclear plans. 

At the same time, our legislation 
does not put the President in a strait-
jacket. If a verifiable deal to eliminate 
Iran’s nuclear program can be nego-
tiated, or if certain sanctions will un-
dermine the national security of our 
own Nation, the President may waive 
implementation of our law. 

But, Madam Speaker, let me be clear 
on one point: Congress will no longer 
tolerate lax enforcement of American 
sanctions against Iran. For over a dec-
ade both Democratic and Republican 
administrations failed to implement 
the Iran-Libya Sanctions Act measures 
that we do have in place. Meanwhile, 
Iran’s nuclear program has marched 
forward at a frighteningly rapid pace. 

Our legislation will extend the Iran 
Sanctions Act indefinitely. It will dra-
matically boost congressional over-
sight over its implementation. The ad-
ministration will have to enforce the 
law fully. Ignoring the law will no 
longer be an option. 

I commend the administration for 
convincing the International Atomic 
Energy Agency in Vienna to send its 
Iran file to the U.N. Security Council. 
Unfortunately, the Russians have al-
ready made clear that the Security 
Council action will be impeded by 
them. Just last week, the Russian For-
eign Minister announced that Moscow 
would only consider U.N. sanctions on 
Iran if it were shown what it called 
concrete proof of Iran’s nonpeaceful in-
tentions. 

Madam Speaker, what gall. As we all 
know, there is no shortage of proof to 
be found in the numerous International 
Atomic Energy Agency reports over re-
cent years. These reports demonstrate 

conclusively that for two decades, for 
two decades, Iran has run a clandestine 
nuclear program in violation of its 
commitments under the treaty of the 
nonproliferation of nuclear weapons. 

I can’t help but wonder what the Rus-
sians require as proof. Perhaps Iran pa-
rading a nuclear device through the 
streets of Tehran, or Israel being wiped 
off the map, as the Iranian President 
has declared. 

The leadership in Moscow ought to 
know that support for terrorists is not 
a policy that the United States or 
other civilized nations will accept, es-
pecially from a country that expects to 
be treated as a member of the G–8 na-
tions, seven of which are a true democ-
racy. Russia clearly is not. 

Madam Speaker, I would be delighted 
if our legislation were rendered redun-
dant by serious Security Council ac-
tion, but the attitudes shown by Russia 
and China thus far show that that is a 
most unlikely development. In the 
meantime, we cannot shirk our respon-
sibility to employ every peaceful 
means possible to undermine Iran’s 
ugly nuclear ambitions. That, in es-
sence, is the reason for the urgency of 
passing H.R. 282 today. 

Madam Speaker, I strongly support 
this bill for the sake of staving off a 
looming, long-term nuclear threat, and 
I urge all of my colleagues to do as 
well. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the balance of my time be 
controlled by my good friend, our col-
league from New York (Mr. CROWLEY) 
since I have responsibilities in the 
International Relations Committee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MILLER of Michigan). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. PENCE) will now control the time 
that the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. SMITH) previously had controlled. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself 20 seconds for a quick quote, 
and then I am going to yield to the 
gentleman from Oregon. 

The quote: ‘‘The people of England 
have been led in Mesopotamia into a 
trap from which it will be hard to es-
cape with dignity and honor. They 
have been tricked into it by a steady 
withholding of information. The Bagh-
dad communiques are belated, insin-
cere, incomplete. Things have been far 
worse than we have been told, our ad-
ministration more bloody and ineffi-
cient than the public knows. We are 
today not far from a disaster.’’ 

This comes from Lawrence of Arabia, 
1920. We should learn from our mis-
takes and other countries’ mistakes. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, 
I appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy 
in permitting me to speak on this reso-
lution. 

One of the reasons, Madam Speaker, 
that I argued against our invasion of 
Iraq long before the war began was be-
cause I felt we needed to face far more 
serious threats like the danger posed 
by Iran. In the 3 years since that at-
tack, the threat from Iran has grown, 
and our capacity to meet that threat 
has diminished. Now Iran has a Presi-
dent who exploits Iranian national 
grievances to consolidate power and 
has threatened to wipe Israel off the 
map. Our troops are bogged down in 
Iraq, placing them at risk should Iran 
launch a new wave of terrorism. 
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We have done nothing to break our 
dependency on oil, the control of which 
gives Iran its greatest ability now to 
blackmail us and other countries. 

I appreciate the leadership of my 
good friend Mr. LANTOS and others 
bringing the resolution forward to 
spotlight the problems with Iran. I ap-
preciate their working with us to im-
prove the bill. 

For instance, now the bill will not 
allow us to deal with terrorist groups 
on our own watch list. I think that is 
very, very important. Unfortunately, 
this legislation does not provide solu-
tions. Instead it limits the administra-
tion’s flexibility to pursue diplomacy 
without providing any new tools not 
already at their disposal. 

We need allies and partners to ad-
dress the Iranian threat. We need the 
cooperation of the European Union, of 
China and, yes, Russia, since we have 
no more unilateral sanctions to place 
on Iran. 

Our global standing is at a low point. 
Yet this bill sanctions not Iran, but the 
very countries we need for a strong dip-
lomatic effort. This bill tragically 
gives equal weight to overthrowing the 
Iranian Government as it does to the 
immediate threat of nuclear prolifera-
tion. 

Now, I am strongly opposed to this 
regime, but preventing them from de-
veloping nuclear weapons capacity 
must be our first priority, not 
prioritizing behavior change over re-
gime change. We pull the rug out from 
underneath anybody in the current Ira-
nian leadership who values survival 
over the nuclear program, and it clear-
ly works to eliminate incentives for 
diplomatic solutions. 

I have a sense of deja vu when I think 
back to the Iraq Liberation Act of 1998 
which did not explicitly authorize the 
use of force, but certainly got the ball 
rolling that led to the tragedy of this 
Iraq war. Knowing what they know 
today, how many Members of this 
House would have voted differently 8 
years ago? 

I am very worried about where all 
this ends. We have heard reports from 
the Pentagon of plans to attack Iran, 
indeed plans for a nuclear strike on 
Iran, the repercussions of which should 
make us all recoil with horror. Now, 
the administration dismisses these 
news reports, but the American people 
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and this Congress got better informa-
tion about what happened in Iraq from 
reporters like Seymour Hirsch than it 
got from, sadly, the President, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld and Secretary Rice. 

I do not pretend to imagine the hor-
rific things that Iran would do with nu-
clear weapons. We are all opposed to 
that. That is why we need a strong, 
smart, constructive diplomatic strat-
egy. This bill does not provide it. 

For over half a century, Madam 
Speaker, we have made a series of mis-
takes regarding Iran, starting in 1953 
when the United States led the charge 
to overthrow the democratically elect-
ed Government of Iran and replace 
them with a dictatorship in the person 
of the Shah. Our support for that dicta-
torship and its repressive policies 
fueled the reaction that led to the Ira-
nian revolution. It was part of what 
happened with the hostage crisis in 
Iran. 

More recently there are very credible 
reports that diplomatic feelers ex-
tended by the Iranian Government 
were dismissed by this administration 
2 and 3 years ago. I sincerely hope that 
we do not overwhelmingly and 
unthinkingly pass a resolution today 
that makes us feel good because we all 
hate this regime, but instead sets in 
motion a process that actually is de-
stabilizing and makes the peaceful fu-
ture that we all seek harder. 

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate on this 
bill be extended by 40 minutes equally 
divided, and I yield 10 minutes of my 
time to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. CROWLEY) which I ask he be per-
mitted to control. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MILLER of Michigan). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself 5 minutes. 
(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-

mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, debates 
of this nature, I think, are wholly con-
structive in the life of the Nation. I 
rise today not just to support the Iran 
Freedom Support Act, but to engage in 
a thoughtful debate. 

I commend my colleagues, 360 of 
whom have cosponsored this legislation 
brought forward by the admirable Rep-
resentative ROS-LEHTINEN of Florida 
and supported strongly by the Inter-
national Relations Committee. But I 
also speak with admiration on behalf of 
my colleagues who are here debating 
and opposing this measure. In fact, the 
gentleman from Oregon just made 
some eloquent comments in which he 
called, and I paraphrase, with respect 
for strong, smart, diplomatic efforts. 

And while we may disagree on the 
meaning of those words, I would bor-
row them, Madam Speaker, to say that 
I believe that is precisely what the Iran 
Freedom Support Act is. It is strong, it 
is smart, and it is a diplomatic meas-

ure expressed by the Congress, the will 
of the American people, into a cir-
cumstance that is real, that is mean-
ingful, and for which the clarity of the 
position of the United States of Amer-
ica is essential at this moment. 

Let me speak for just a second about 
the Iran Freedom Support Act, which 
does just a couple of things that are 
worth restating, and then I want to 
talk about the nature of this con-
frontation. 

This legislation attempts to deny the 
Iranian regime critical technical and 
financial resources to pursue uncon-
ventional weapons, incite terror and 
oppress the Iranian people. It is impor-
tant to note that H.R. 282 does not au-
thorize the use of force against Iran, 
despite the tone and tenor of some of 
the debate today. 

Specifically this bill requires that 
WMD-related U.S. sanction controls 
and regulations on Iraq remain in ef-
fect until Iran has verifiably disman-
tled its WMD program. It also author-
izes the President to provide democ-
racy assistance to foreign and domestic 
individuals and organizations pro-
moting freedom within that country, 
and engages in a host of additional eco-
nomic measures and sanctions, includ-
ing amending the Iran-Libyan Sanc-
tions Act to recognize the historic 
gains that Ranking Member LANTOS re-
ferred to in relation to our relationship 
with Libya. 

Now, that being said, I just want to 
talk as a Hoosier from the Midwest 
about the real stakes here, and about 
the nature of the present leadership in 
Iran, and the importance of us to speak 
as the one people and as one Nation 
forcefully into this diplomatic engage-
ment. 

Listen to some of the quotes of the 
leadership of Iran today. President 
Ahmadinejad said in September of last 
year, ‘‘Iran is ready to transfer nuclear 
know-how to the Islamic countries due 
to their need.’’ 

We are not just dealing with nuclear 
proliferation within a country that has 
a long and profound history of associa-
tion with terrorism, but one that de-
sires to export nuclear technologies. 

President Ahmadinejad said in Octo-
ber of last year, ‘‘God willing, with the 
force of God behind it, we shall soon 
experience a world without the United 
States and without Zionism.’’ And it 
was not long ago that he said that Iran 
would inflict both ‘‘harm and pain on 
the United States.’’ 

And his threats against Israel in par-
ticular should be deeply offensive to 
every freedom-loving person in the 
world, and every American who cher-
ishes our relationship with our ally, 
Israel. President Ahmadinejad said in 
October of last year, ‘‘As the Imam 
said, Israel must be wiped off the 
map.’’ And the President of Iran also 
said, ‘‘Anyone who recognizes Israel 
will burn in the fire of the Islamic Na-
tions’ fury.’’ 

This is real, Madam Speaker. This is 
a confrontation that I pray we will be 

able to resolve with strong, smart, dip-
lomatic efforts. But if the United 
States fails to act with clarity, includ-
ing adopting the Iran Freedom Support 
Act, the potential consequences of in-
action could be catastrophic. 

I urge my colleagues to join the 360 
Members, Republicans and Democrats 
alike, who have supported this legisla-
tion when it comes to the floor later 
today. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, this bill 
authorizes strong sanctions as well as 
funding to dissident groups inside Iraq 
to overthrow that government. In my 
interpretation that is the use of force, 
and I yield 61⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
the point that he made that is well 
taken. 

With all due respect to my colleagues 
who may have a difference of opinion 
about this bill, I think that most 
American people know that this ad-
ministration has already made a mess 
of international relations with respect 
to the illegal and unwarranted invasion 
of Iraq. 

We now know that Iraq did not have 
weapons of mass destruction, that Iraq 
was not cooperating with al Qaeda with 
respect to 9/11, that Iraq had neither 
the intention nor the capability of at-
tacking the United States, and yet we 
took steps, starting with the policy of 
regime change, that took us into a war 
against Iraq that we clearly did not 
have to initiate, and we clearly should 
not be there. 

Now, if you love the steps which took 
this country into a war in Iraq, then 
you are going to like this bill because 
it does the same thing, which is why I 
rise in opposition to it. This bill sounds 
a lot like the Iraq Liberation Act of 
1998, which many Members voted for in 
good faith, not knowing later on it 
would be evoked as a cause for the 
prosecution of war against Iraq. 

Overall this bill seriously inhibits 
the ability of the United States Gov-
ernment to use diplomacy, and diplo-
macy is the strongest and most ration-
al tool we have to resolve the situation 
regarding Iran’s nuclear program. 

Instead I submit that this bill sets 
our country on a path to war with Iran. 
You can be sure the Government of 
Iran will view this bill in this way. 
First, the bill makes it official U.S. 
policy to impose international sanc-
tions through the U.N. Security Coun-
cil for Iran’s ‘‘repeated breaches’’ of its 
nuclear nonproliferation obligations. 

Now, this sounds eerily familiar to 
actions pursued in the lead-up to the 
invasion of Iraq, and which, as we 
know, were for appearances only. Simi-
larly, advocating international sanc-
tions against Iran through the Secu-
rity Council is for appearances only. 
This administration has apparently 
made up its mind it wants to attack 
Iran. There is evidence that the U.S. 
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military is already inside Iran, and I 
ask to include at this point in the de-
bate an article from the New Yorker by 
Seymour Hirsch which asserts just 
that. 

Including this section in the bill that 
I just referred to is simply an attempt 
to cover the President’s slap in the face 
of the international community with 
respect to Iran. 

Second, H.R. 282 also promotes re-
gime change in Iran as opposed to be-
havior change, regime change as a so-
lution to the stand-off regarding Iran’s 
nuclear program. By advocating regime 
change, we indicate our priority is not, 
in fact, to encourage Iran to adhere to 
its nonproliferation treaty obligation, 
but to remove the leadership in Iran 
even if it were to make some conces-
sions. 

b 1145 

This communicates to the world 
community that, to the U.S., Iran has 
passed the point of no return, which 
completely undermines any efforts to-
wards diplomacy and negotiations. 
Furthermore, while this bill makes the 
point of so-called not authorizing the 
use of force against Iran, be assured 
this is a stepping stone to the use of 
force, the same way that the Iraq Lib-
eration Act was used as a stepping 
stone. 

Third, H.R. 282 supports anti-
government advocates in Iran pro-
moting regime change. Now this is 
highly problematic. While an impor-
tant amendment offered by my friend 
Congressman BLUMENAUER was adopted 
in this bill during markup to prohibit 
U.S. assistance to groups that are on 
the State Department’s list of terrorist 
organizations or have been on the list 
for the last 4 years, there are ways 
around this. 

For example, according to a News-
week article from February 14, 2005 
that the U.S. has been recruiting indi-
viduals from the MEK, a group cur-
rently labeled as terrorists by the 
State Department, who have agreed to 
form a new group with the same mis-
sion as the MEK, regime change in 
Iraq. 

I will insert this article from News-
week in the RECORD at this point. 

[From Newsweek, Feb. 14, 2006] 
LOOKING FOR A FEW GOOD SPIES 

(By Christopher Dickey, Mark Hosenball and 
Michael Hirsh) 

This is a terrorist cultleader? Maryam 
Rajavi is dressed in a Chanel-style suit with 
her skirt at midcalf, lilac colored pumps and 
a matching headscarf. Over a dinner of 
kebab, rice and French pastries, Rajavi 
smiles often and laughs easily. She’s at once 
colorful and demure, like many an educated 
woman in the Middle East. Indeed if George 
W. Bush—who relies on powerful females for 
counsel—were pressed to identify a Muslim 
model of womanhood, this 51-year-old Ira-
nian would look very much the part. 

But of course that’s exactly the impression 
Rajavi seeks to give. Behind her smile is a 
saleswoman’s savvy—and a revolutionary’s 
zeal to prove that she and her mysterious 
husband, Massoud Rajavi, are neither cult-
ists nor terrorists. Maryam Rajavi is de-

manding that the exile groups they lead to-
gether, centered on the Mujahedin-e Khalq 
(People’s Holy Warriors) or MEK for short, 
should be taken off the State Department’s 
list of terrorist organizations, their assets 
unfrozen and their energies unleashed. The 
MEK, Rajavi says, is the answer to American 
prayers as Tehran continues to dabble defi-
antly in both terrorism and nuclear arms. ‘‘I 
believe increasingly the Americans have 
come to realize that the solution is an Ira-
nian force that is able to get rid of the Is-
lamic fundamentalists in power in Iran,’’ she 
told Newsweek in a rare interview at her or-
ganization’s compound in the quiet French 
village of Auvers sur Oise. The group’s own 
former role in terrorist attacks dating back 
to its support for the U.S. Embassy takeover 
in 1979, Rajavi insists, is ancient history. 
And the MEK is not a Jim Jones-like cult as 
critics allege, with forced separation be-
tween men and women and indoctrination 
for children, all overseen by the Rajavis’ 
autocratic style. Instead, she insists, it is ‘‘a 
democratic force.’’ 

Whatever Rajavi’s true colors, Newsweek 
has learned that her role may be growing in 
the calculations of Bush administration 
hard-liners. At a camp south of Baghdad— 
it’s called Ashraf, after Massoud Rajavi’s as-
sassinated first wife—3,850 MEK members 
have been confined but gently treated by 
U.S. forces since the invasion of Iraq (once 
they were allies of Saddam against their own 
country in the 1980s Iran-Iraq war). Now the 
administration is seeking to cull useful MEK 
members as operatives for use against 
Tehran, all while insisting that it does not 
deal with the MEK as a group, American 
government sources say. 

Some Pentagon civilians and intelligence 
planners are hoping a corps of informants 
can be picked from among the MEK pris-
oners, then split away from the movement 
and given training as spies, U.S. officials 
say. After that, the thinking goes, they will 
be sent back to their native Iran to gather 
intelligence on the Iranian clerical regime, 
particularly its efforts to develop nuclear 
weapons. Some hawks also hope they could 
help to reawaken the democratic reform 
movement in Iran, which the mullahs have 
silenced. ‘‘They [want] to make us merce-
naries,’’ one MEK official told Newsweek. 

These individuals have been con-
ducting military activity in Iran with 
United States support. I just wanted to 
remind everyone that the MEK was the 
group responsible for the U.S. Embassy 
takeover in Tehran in 1979. This group 
also had a camp in Iraq where Osama 
bin Laden’s first fighters were report-
edly trained. The MEK also trained and 
supported Taliban fighters. Now we are 
recruiting help from members of the 
MEK which makes a total mockery of 
the so-called war on terror. 

Fourth, H.R. 282 states that it is U.S. 
policy to focus attention to stopping 
cooperation, stopping cooperation, be-
tween Iran, Russia, China and Paki-
stan. Considering Russia and China 
have the strongest leverage with Iran, 
yet are also opposed to Iran’s viola-
tions of the Nonproliferation Treaty 
obligations, the U.S. should try to 
work with Russia and China to try to 
find a path to diplomacy, not to isolate 
Russia and China. 

In the end we are only isolating our-
selves and setting our country on an-
other unilateral path of war. Our 
troops are already extended in Iraq, 
and they are in a vulnerable position. 

Starting a war in Iran is the last thing 
we should be doing. 

I urge a vote against this dangerous 
bill. Stop this unilateralism. Work 
with diplomacy and work towards 
peace. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I rise in support of the Iran Freedom 
Support Act. This legislation received 
strong bipartisan support when it was 
passed in the International Relations 
Committee last month. 

I commend my colleague from Flor-
ida, Ms. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, for in-
troducing this bill and working both 
sides of the aisle to produce this strong 
bipartisan piece of legislation. 

I would also like to thank my rank-
ing member, TOM LANTOS, for his con-
tinued leadership on ensuring that Iran 
does not gain access to nuclear weap-
ons. This legislation is not the first 
step towards war, like I have heard 
some contend, but I believe a tight-
ening of the current restrictions on 
Iran. We must use every tool we have, 
whether it be diplomatically or eco-
nomically, to limit the development of 
Iran’s nuclear weapons. Iran has shown 
time and time again that they do not 
respect the international community, 
or the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, the United Nation’s nuclear 
watchdog. 

Iran made a deal with the inter-
national community when they de-
signed the Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty, and that was to not seek nu-
clear weapons in exchange for civilian 
nuclear technology. Iran broke this 
deal 18 years ago when they began to 
pursue a secret nuclear program with 
the aim of producing enough material 
to create nuclear weapons to threaten 
the stability of the region and of the 
world. We cannot allow a terrorist 
state like Iran to attain such deadly 
weapons. 

On Monday of this week, Iranian 
President Ahmadinejad vowed to press 
ahead with uranium enrichment and 
boasted how he did not expect the 
United Nations Security Council to im-
pose sanctions on this terrorist state. 
This legislation is needed to let our al-
lies know that the House of Represent-
atives and the United States are seri-
ous about using economic means to iso-
late Iran and ensure they end their nu-
clear weapons ambitions. The perma-
nent five members of the Security 
Council have all declared they are op-
posed to Iran gaining the knowledge to 
develop nuclear weapons, but words are 
sometimes not enough. 

When the IAEA presents its report to 
the Security Council on Friday, the 
members of the Security Council must 
be prepared to move forward with sanc-
tions if Iran chooses to remain in non-
compliance of the IAEA. I hope this 
House speaks with a unified voice 
today to let our allies know we are se-
rious about stopping Iran’s pursuit of 
nuclear weapons. I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation. 
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Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-

ance of my time. 
Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, it is 

my privilege to yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), 
our distinguished majority whip. 

Mr. BLUNT. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 282, the Iran 
Freedom Support Act, and I particu-
larly want to join in thanking Rep-
resentative ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN for 
her efforts on this bill. The United 
States and the international commu-
nity should hold the current regime in 
Iran accountable for its threatening be-
havior. We do need to encourage the 
Government of Iran to change. 

We need to focus on the danger of al-
lowing the President of Iran, a man 
who has repeatedly called for the de-
struction of Israel and is willing to 
support terrorist organizations such as 
Hamas and others, to be in control of 
the most dangerous weapons in the 
world. This is a serious test for the 
international community. Passing this 
bill alone will not prevent Iran from 
developing nuclear weapons. However, 
it will send a message that the United 
States considers any person or entity 
that helps Iran develop weapons of 
mass destruction to be an obstacle to 
peace and security. 

This bill also encourages the forces of 
democracy in Iran. Among all nations 
of the world, Iran has one of the long-
est and strongest national heritages, 
and many Iranian Americans join in 
these efforts to strengthen the poten-
tial for an Iran that proudly embraces 
freedom and proudly embraces the idea 
of the rule of law. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. It is essential to the well-being 
and safety of our country, and the en-
tire international community that the 
Iranian regime does not possess nu-
clear weapons to hold the world hos-
tage, and that the Iranian people are 
allowed to move proudly toward free-
dom. 

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. CANTOR), our chief deputy 
majority whip. 

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Indiana. 

I too rise today in strong support of 
the Iran Freedom Support Act, and I 
would like to also commend the leader-
ship of Chairman ROS-LEHTINEN for her 
leadership on this bill and all those 
that she continues to fight for in the 
defense of freedom around the world. 

The world is clearly at a critical 
juncture. We are in the midst of waging 
a global war on terrorism to defend the 
free world from terrorists who seek not 
only to kill us, but to destroy our way 
of life. Make no mistake about it; the 
very essence of the rights and freedoms 
for which our forefathers fought are at 
stake. 

This bill that stands before us today 
is a key component of our war on ter-
ror. Iran is one of the largest state 
sponsors of terror in the world. They 
have funneled money and arms to ter-

rorist cells throughout the Middle 
East, and have American blood on their 
hands. Iran, without a doubt, is one of 
the most dangerous threats to our na-
tional security and to world stability. 

Now Iran stands on the verge of ob-
taining a nuclear weapon, yet another 
tool in its arsenal of terror and vio-
lence. Iran’s President Ahmadinejad is 
a maniacal dictator who thrives on his 
hatred for the United States and its de-
sire to destroy our freedom. The world 
cannot and will not tolerate a nuclear 
Iran. 

It is not only the United States 
which is at risk, but our allies as well. 
President Ahmadinejad has made clear 
his intentions to wipe off the map 
Israel, our longest-standing democratic 
ally in the Middle East. 

This week, Madam Speaker, we com-
memorate Yom Hashoah, Holocaust 
Memorial Day. We remember with 
great reverence and respect the victims 
of another maniacal dictator who 
threatened to wipe an entire people off 
the map and who wanted to impose his 
theory of a perfect society on the rest 
of the world. 

We must learn from our mistakes of 
the past to take these threats seriously 
and act hastily. 

The Iran Freedom Support Act is an 
important step in neutralizing the 
threat Iran poses to the world. I must 
stress, however, that passage of this 
bill should be the first step, not the 
last. God forbid we stand on this floor 
60 years from now memorializing the 
victims of yet another Holocaust. 

Let us fulfill our pledge to never for-
get. Let us learn from the lessons of 
our history and continue to strengthen 
our tools to fight this global war on 
terror and preserve our freedoms. 

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute before I yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

I want to quote from Article IV of 
the NonProliferation Treaty of which 
Iran is a signator: ‘‘Nothing in this 
Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting 
the inalienable right of all the Parties 
to the Treaty to develop research, pro-
duction, and use of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes without discrimina-
tion.’’ 

Our position is that they do not have 
the right to enrich. Those who deny the 
right to enrich are more in violation of 
the NPT Treaty than Iran itself. 

What do we do for those who are to-
tally in defiance to international law 
in the NPT Treaty, like India and 
Pakistan? We reward them and sub-
sidize them. At the same time, there is 
no proof that there has been any viola-
tion of this treaty by Iran, and yet the 
rewards go to those who are in total 
defiance. 

Madam Speaker, I would yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
LEACH). 

(Mr. LEACH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, I know 
of no circumstance in the world in 

which more options are all bad than 
this particular one. We all have to be 
clear-headed about the challenge of 
Iran. It is a more difficult society to 
deal with, a more difficult government 
than Iraq. 

It is absolutely clear that Iran does 
seek nuclear capacity. It is absolutely 
clear that Iran has been the greatest 
State promulgator of terrorist activity 
in the Middle East. Those are bases 
that we all have to understand. 

Then we have to think through what 
is our response and what are the kinds 
of strategies that the United States 
should develop and are there lessons 
that exist today that might lend to 
this circumstance. 

One of the lessons is that some 
things we do as a society can be coun-
terproductive. All of us are concerned 
with the security and the fate of the 
State of Israel as well as the American 
national security, but if we think it 
through, does our policy in Iraq ad-
vance the security of Israel? Does a 
preemption of Iran advance the secu-
rity of Israel? Does it advance the secu-
rity of the United States? 

If the United States acts militarily, 
for instance, in Iran, do we spark and 
ensure the great prediction, that none 
of us want to come to pass, that we will 
enter into one of these clashes of civili-
zation made inevitable by another war 
of the West against another Muslim 
State? Muslims would view this as a 
circumstance that the Judeo-Christian 
world is attacking the world of Muslim 
culture. We have to think deeply and 
seriously about this. 

Then when it comes to nuclear weap-
ons, it is bad for Iran to have a nuclear 
weapon, but there are things that are 
worse. One of the things that is worse 
is to give them reason to use that nu-
clear weapon, whether it be against 
ourselves or an ally of the United 
States. 

The administration has informed the 
committee of jurisdiction that it pro-
foundly opposes this piece of legisla-
tion and that it prefers a tack of 
stressing international diplomacy, and 
it is suggested to the committee in the 
strongest possible terms that this type 
of legislation undercuts their effort to 
be multilateral. 

b 1200 
And so, while many Members of this 

body, many members of the public have 
objected to this administration for 
being too unilateral, this Congress is 
saying, with this kind of legislation, 
that we will be more unilateral than 
the administration wishes to be. In 
other words, with an administration 
that no one of any stripe would argue 
is not muscular—it is a very muscular 
administration—this Congress is trying 
to out-macho the muscular. That is 
something we should all think very se-
riously about. 

Then we ought to think through 
what it means if we go forth in a given 
kind of direction, which words like ‘‘re-
gime change’’ imply. What does pre-
emption mean? It is clear that if we 
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move in a muscular direction and, for 
example, preemptively strike Iraq, 
that that will slow down the capacity 
of Iraq to develop a nuclear weapon. 
But will it stop it? Not necessarily, 
partly because of the capacities Iran 
has to develop WMD capacity in a more 
decentralized way than Iraq once did, 
but there are other ways of getting nu-
clear weapons. One can get nuclear 
weapons through the ‘‘loose nuke’’ di-
lemma of purchase or theft. And if one 
gives Iran reason to attack, it will, and 
it will in many ways that are now 
available in the world through decen-
tralized terrorist activities, but also 
potentially through nuclear. And the 
potential of nuclear use increases if 
they are attacked. 

Now we have the other option which 
is stressed in this bill—but the first, 
force being implied, but what is 
stressed is economic sanctions. So our 
two options are to shoot Iran or to 
shoot ourselves in the foot economi-
cally. And I will tell you that I can’t 
think of anything that is more out-
rageous in logic. So I think we have to 
think through new types of approaches 
involving new ways of dialogue, new 
ways of international pressure of a 
very different nature than are proposed 
by this committee at this time. 

While I have enormous respect for the pro-
ponents of this legislation, particularly the dis-
tinguished chair of the Subcommittee on the 
Middle East and Central Asia (Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN) and our distinguished ranking mem-
ber on the full committee (Mr. LANTOS), I am 
convinced that in its present form the ap-
proach brought before this body complicates 
ongoing diplomatic efforts to peacefully re-
solve the building crisis with Iran. 

Indeed, it is for this reason that the Depart-
ment of State indicated that the Administration 
would be unable to support the legislation. As 
noted in a letter to Chairman HYDE, the bill 
would ‘‘narrow in important ways the Presi-
dent’s flexibility in the implementation of Iran 
sanctions, create tensions with countries 
whose help we need in dealing with Iran, and 
shift the focus away from Iran’s actions and 
spotlight differences between us and our al-
lies. This could play into Iran’s hands, as it at-
tempts to divide the U.S. from the international 
community as well as to sow division between 
the EU–3, China, and Russia. It would also 
create dissension among UNSC members, as 
the Council considers the Iran nuclear dos-
sier.’’ 

There are few areas of the world with a 
more troubling mix of geopolitical problems 
than the Middle East. The irony is that the war 
in Iraq which has consumed so much of our 
country’s political and economic capital may 
hold less far-reaching consequences than 
challenges posed in neighboring Middle East-
ern countries. 

To the West, the Israeli-Palestinian stand-off 
remains the sorest point in world relations, 
complicated by the incapacitation of Ariel 
Sharon and the rise of a Hamas-led govern-
ment in the occupied territories. To the East, 
the sobering prospect of Iran joining the nu-
clear club stands out. 

In life, individuals and countries sometimes 
face circumstances in which all judgments and 
options are bad. The Iranian dilemma is a 

case-in-point. But it is more than just an ab-
stract bad-option model because at issue are 
nuclear weapons in the hands of a mullah- 
controlled society which has actively aided 
and abetted regional terrorists for years. 

Indeed, the issue has become even more 
acute with the election in Iran of its hard-line, 
populist President, Mahmood Ahmadinejad, 
who suggested late last year that the murder 
of six million European Jews by the Nazis did 
not occur and called for Israel to be wiped off 
the map. 

In reference to recent disclosures of en-
hanced Iranian efforts to develop nuclear 
weapons as well as missile delivery systems 
to carry such weapons, concerned outside 
parties are actively reviewing options. 

The Europeans have led with diplomatic en-
treaties; neo-con strategists in the U.S. with 
open-option planning—including, if investiga-
tive journalist Seymour Hersh is to be be-
lieved—the possible use of nuclear weapons. 

In the background are references to the 
1981 preemptive strike by the Israeli Air Force 
against Iraq’s Osirak reactor. 

At issue is the question of whether preemp-
tion is justified; if so, how it should be carried 
out; and, if carried out, whether intervention 
would lead to a more conciliatory, non-nuclear 
Iran or whether the effects of military action 
would be short-term, perhaps pushing back 
nuclear development a year or two, but pre-
cipitating a new level of hostility against the 
U.S. and Israel in Iran and the rest of the 
Muslim world which could continue for dec-
ades, if not centuries. 

Since the American hostage crisis which so 
bedeviled the Carter Administration in the late 
1970s, we have had a policy of economic 
sanctions coupled with comprehensive efforts 
to politically isolate Iran. 

Six years ago, Senator ARLEN SPECTER and 
I invited Iran’s U.N. Ambassador to Capitol 
Hill, the first visit to Washington by a high- 
level Iranian representative since the hostage 
crisis. 

On the subject of possible movement to-
ward normalization of relations with Iran, I told 
the ambassador that while many would like to 
see a warming of relations, it would be incon-
ceivable for the U.S. to consider normalizing 
our relationship so long as Iran continued its 
support of Hamas and Hezbollah. The ambas-
sador forthrightly acknowledged that Iran pro-
vided help to both these terrorist organiza-
tions, but also noted, in what for some might 
be considered the most optimistic thing he 
said that day, that his government was pre-
pared to cease support to anti-Israeli terrorist 
groups the moment a Palestinian state was 
established with borders acceptable to Pal-
estinians. 

For decades in the Muslim world, debate 
has been on-going whether to embrace a 
credible two-state (Israel and Palestine) ap-
proach or advance an irrevocable push-Israel- 
to-the-sea agenda. The implicit Iranian posi-
tion, as articulated by the ambassador, was 
support for a two-state approach, but if the 
U.S. on its own, or Israel as a perceived sur-
rogate, were to attack Iran, the possibility that 
such a compromise can ever become possible 
deteriorates. 

While angst-ridden, the Muslim world under-
stands the rationale for our intervention in Af-
ghanistan where the plotting for the 9/11 at-
tack on the U.S. occurred. It has no sympathy 
for our engagement in Iraq, which had nothing 

to do with 9/11, but if these two interventions 
were followed by a third in Iran, the likelihood 
is that such would be perceived in the vocabu-
lary of the Harvard historian, Samuel Hun-
tington, as an all-out ‘‘clash of civilizations,’’ 
pitting the Judeo-Christian against the Muslim 
world. In the Middle East it would be consid-
ered a war of choice precipitated by the 
United States. We might want it to be seen as 
a short-term action to halt the spread of nu-
clear weapons, but the Muslim world would 
more likely view it as a continuance of the 
Crusades: a religious conflict of centuries’ di-
mensions, with a revived future. 

If military action is deemed necessary, the 
U.S. broadly has only three tactical options: 
(a) full-scale invasion a la Iraq; (b) surgical 
strikes of Iranian nuclear and missile installa-
tions; or (c) a surrogate strike by Israel, mod-
eled along the lines of Osirak. 

The first can be described as manifestly 
more difficult than our engagement in Iraq, 
particularly a post-conflict occupation. The 
second presents a number of difficulties, in-
cluding the comprehensiveness of such a 
strike and the question of whether all aspects 
of a program that is clandestine can be elimi-
nated. The third makes the U.S. accountable 
for Israeli actions, which themselves are likely 
to be more physically destructive but less ef-
fective than the 1981 strike against Osirak. 

In thinking through the consequences of 
military action, even if projected to be suc-
cessfully carried out, policymakers must put 
themselves in the place of a potential adver-
sary. A strike that merely buys time may also 
be a strike that changes the manner and ra-
tionale of Iranian support for terrorist organiza-
tions. It may also change the geo-strategic 
reason and methodology for a country like Iran 
to garner control of nuclear weapons. ‘‘Loose 
nukes’’ abound. Countries with money and will 
can garner almost anything in the world de-
spite efforts by the U.S. and others to make 
theft or sale difficult. 

It is presumed that the major reasons that 
Iran currently seeks nuclear weapons relates 
to: (1) Pride: a belief that a 5,000 year-old so-
ciety has as much right to control the most 
modern of weapons systems as a younger civ-
ilization like America or its neighbors to the 
west, Israel, and to the east, Pakistan; (2) 
Power: the implications of control of nuclear 
weapons with regard to its perceived hegem-
ony as the largest and most powerful country 
in the Persian Gulf, particularly with regard to 
its nemesis, Iraq, which not only once at-
tacked Kuwait, but Iran itself using chemical 
weapons; (3) Politics: the concern that Israeli 
military dominance is based in part on the 
control of weapons that cannot be balanced in 
the Muslim world, except by a very distant 
Pakistan. 

The issue of the day from an American per-
spective is weapons of mass destruction, their 
development and potential proliferation to na-
tion-states and non-national terrorist groups. 
The question that cannot be ducked is wheth-
er military action against Iran might add to the 
list of reasons Iran may wish to control such 
weapons: their potential use against the 
United States. Perhaps as significantly, Amer-
ican policymakers must think through the new 
world of terrorism and what might be de-
scribed as lesser weapons of mass destruc-
tion. 

Any strike on Iran would be expected to im-
mediately precipitate a violent reaction in the 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:17 Apr 27, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00019 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\K26AP7.038 H26APPT1cp
ric

e-
se

w
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

62
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1764 April 26, 2006 
Shi’a part of Iraq, where the U.S. has some 
support today. With ease, Iranian influence on 
the majority Shi’a of Iraq could make our abil-
ity to constructively influence the direction of 
change in Iraq near hopeless. 

And there should be little doubt that in a 
world in which ‘‘tit for tat’’ is the norm, a strike 
on Iran would increase the prospect of 
counter-strikes on American assets around the 
world and American territory itself. The asym-
metrical nature of modem warfare is such that 
traditional armies will not be challenged in tra-
ditional ways. Nation-states which are at-
tacked may feel they have little option except 
to ally themselves with terrorist groups to ad-
vance national interests. 

We view terrorism as an illegitimate tool of 
uncivilized agents of change. In other parts of 
the world, increasing numbers of people view 
terrorist acts as legitimate responses of soci-
eties and, in some cases, groups within soci-
eties who are oppressed, against those who 
have stronger military forces. 

If Afghanistan, an impoverished country as 
distant from our shores as any in the world, 
could become a plotting place for international 
terrorism, such danger would increase 
manifoldly with an increase in Iranian hostility, 
especially if based on an American attack. 

If there exists today something like a one-in- 
three chance of another 9/11-type incident or 
set of incidents in the U.S. in the next few 
years, a preemptive strike against Iran must 
be assumed to double or triple such a pros-
pect. 

And Iran, far more than Osama bin-Laden, 
has within its power the ability not only to de-
stabilize world politics, but world economies as 
well. Oil is, after all, the grease of economic 
activity, and an Iranian-led cutback in supply 
precipitated by us or them cannot be ruled 
out. 

Given the risk, if not the untenability, of mili-
tary action, policymakers are obligated to re-
view other than military options. One, which 
has characterized our post-hostage taking Ira-
nian policy for a full generation, is isolation of 
Iran. This policy can be continued, but as 
tempting as it is, there is little prospect of 
ratcheting it up much more, except in ways, 
such as a naval embargo on Iranian oil, that 
would be difficult to garner international sup-
port for and would, in any regard, damage us 
more than Iran. 

The only logical alternative is to consider in-
creasing dialogue without abandoning the pos-
sibility of future sanctions with this very difficult 
government. 

Iran—its government and people—has to be 
fully engaged, and I am pleased that U.S. Am-
bassador Khalilzad in Baghdad has been au-
thorized to talk to the Iranians about the situa-
tion in Iraq. The Iranians played a stabilizing 
role regarding Afghanistan just several years 
ago, and logically they have a stake in a sta-
ble Iraq. I would urge the leadership in Tehran 
to re-think its apparent decision to close the 
door on this potentially productive avenue for 
dialogue. 

With respect to the Iranian nuclear program, 
however, it is difficult to see how confrontation 
can be avoided if we will not talk directly with 
Tehran in appropriate foras about this and 
other matters. The stakes could not be higher. 
If diplomacy fails, there is a credible prospect 
that Iran will follow the North Korean model of 
rapid crisis escalation, including the cessation 
of international inspections, with a wholly un-

supervised nuclear program leading in time to 
the production of nuclear weapons and the 
dangerously unpredictable regional con-
sequences that might flow from that; or a per-
ilous move to an Iraq-like preventive military 
strike, with even more far-reaching and alarm-
ing consequences both regionally and world- 
wide. 

A proposal that might be suggested is nego-
tiation of a Persian Gulf nuclear-free zone, 
which would reduce, although given the high 
possibility of cheating, not eliminate entirely 
one of the reasons Iran presumably seeks nu-
clear weapons—fear that it may be at a dis-
advantage in a conflict with an oil-rich neigh-
bor. In this context, Iran, the EU and Russia, 
with U.S. support, might agree on a proposal 
under which Iran would indefinitely and 
verifiably suspend domestic enrichment activ-
ity in exchange for an internationally guaran-
teed fuel supply, U.S.-backed security assur-
ances, and a gradual lifting of sanctions by 
and resumption of normal diplomatic relations 
with the U.S., including expanded country-to- 
country cultural ties. 

Here, it should be stressed, hundreds of 
thousands of Iranians have been educated in 
the United States. The people, although not 
the government of Iran, have democratic pro-
clivities. While real power in Iran is controlled 
by the mullahs. Few societies in the world 
have if given a chance more potential to move 
quickly in a democratic direction than Iran. 
And just as it is hard to believe that outside 
military intervention would lead to anything ex-
cept greater ensconcement of authoritarian 
mullah rule, a bettering of U.S. relations with 
Iran provide a greater prospect of progressive 
change in Iranian society. 

There is nothing the new government of 
Iran, or for that matter Osama bin Laden and 
his al Qaeda movement, benefit more from 
than an aggressive, interventionist U.S. policy 
toward Iran. 

Finally, a note about arms control. If the 
U.S. wishes to lead in multilateral restraint, we 
might want to consider joining rather than re-
buking the international community in develop-
ment of a comprehensive test ban (CTB). All 
American administrations from Eisenhower on 
favored negotiation of a CTB. This one has 
taken the position the Senate took when it ir-
rationally rejected such a ban seven years 
ago. The Senate took its angst against the 
strategic leadership of the Clinton Administra-
tion out on the wrong issue. This partisan, ide-
ological posturing demands reconsideration. 
We simply cannot expect others to restrain 
themselves when we refuse to put constraints 
on ourselves. 

We are in a world where use of force can 
not be ruled out. But we are also in a world 
where alternatives are vastly preferable. They 
must be put forthrightly on the table. 

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, it is 
my privilege to yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER), 
the distinguished majority leader of 
the House of Representatives and an 
original cosponsor of this legislation. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, I 
appreciate my colleague for yielding, 
and I want to congratulate Chairman 
HYDE and Ranking Member LANTOS of 
the International Relations Com-
mittee, as well as Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN 
for her work on this issue, and I rise 
strongly today to support H.R. 282, the 

Iran Freedom Support Act. The Iran 
Freedom Support Act sends, I think, a 
strong message: the United States ex-
pects Iran to be a responsible member 
of the international community. 

Iran has repeatedly asserted its 
rights to nuclear power, but its govern-
ment has remained silent on their 
international obligations. Iran must be 
transparent in meeting its inter-
national nuclear obligations. In par-
ticular, Iran’s refusal to answer the 
International Atomic Energy Agency’s 
questions about critical elements of its 
nuclear power program is of deep con-
cern to me. 

In addition, Iran’s sponsorship of ter-
rorism raises troubling questions about 
its true intentions and its long-term 
goals. It is impossible to have faith in 
a regime which spreads fear, violence, 
and disruption through its support of 
terrorist organizations and networks. 

I support President Bush’s efforts to 
work with the United Nations Security 
Council and the International Atomic 
Energy Agency to compel the Iranian 
regime to be a responsible member of 
the international community. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, at 
this time I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY). 

Ms. BERKLEY. I thank Mr. CROWLEY 
for yielding time, Madam Speaker, and 
I rise in strong support of the Iran 
Freedom Support Act. I am proud to be 
an original cosponsor of this important 
legislation and ask for its immediate 
passage. 

It would be difficult to overstate the 
danger Iran represents. Unchecked Ira-
nian nuclear proliferation, combined 
with increasing support for inter-
national terrorism, will help to further 
destabilize the entire region. 

Iran currently possesses ballistic 
missiles capable of striking 1,200 miles 
away. This places U.S. forces in this re-
gion, moderate Islamic Arab countries 
located in the region, as well as the 
State of Israel in grave danger. Imag-
ine, if you will, if these missiles had 
nuclear delivery capability. 

For over two decades, the Iranian re-
gime has been pursuing a covert and 
now overt nuclear program. It has 
manufactured centrifuges, sought com-
pletion of heavy-water reactors, and 
experimented with uranium enrich-
ment. According to one weapons in-
spector, it has already converted 45 
tons of uranium into gas, enough to 
build more than one nuclear bomb. 

In a perfect world, we should be able 
to rely on the United Nations to curb 
Iranian nuclear proliferation. In a per-
fect world, the eight reports by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency 
regarding Iran’s violation of the Nu-
clear Nonproliferation Treaty would be 
enough to motivate action. In a perfect 
world, all of the members of the Secu-
rity Council would appreciate the seri-
ousness and catastrophe of a nuclear 
Iran. But since we cannot count on the 
international community, China and 
Russia are far too interested in Iranian 
oil and Iranian trade money, the 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:00 Apr 27, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A26AP7.007 H26APPT1cp
ric

e-
se

w
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

62
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1765 April 26, 2006 
United States must step up the pres-
sure and do what is right. 

This bill, in my opinion, accom-
plishes that goal. U.S. sanctions would 
dramatically increase the pressure on 
the Iranian regime to give up their nu-
clear ambitions and allow inter-
national inspections of their facilities. 
Since the President of Iran was elected 
last summer, Iran’s stock market has 
lost 40 percent of its value, there has 
been a capital flight of more than $200 
billion, and Iran’s manufacturing sec-
tor is increasingly dependent on im-
ports. Iran is struggling financially. 
This legislation will further squeeze 
Iran and deny it the financial resources 
to continue its path towards nuclear 
armament. 

There is no debate, not anywhere, not 
in this body, that Iran is a radical and 
fundamentalist country headed by a 
President who is willing to share nu-
clear technology with the most unsta-
ble countries in the world, and by 
mullahs who raise religious fanaticism 
to a new art form. Every pronounce-
ment this President makes further 
dramatizes how mentally unstable and 
unbalanced and dangerous he is. The 
United States must act quickly and de-
cisively if we are to counter the con-
tinuing threat posed by the Iranian re-
gime. We must deny Iran the tech-
nology and assistance and financial re-
sources it needs to pursue this unac-
ceptable behavior. 

I have no illusions. I can’t guarantee 
that the sanctions contained in this 
bill will have the desired effect, but I 
do know that it is a far better alter-
native to invading Iran or bombing 
Iran. And unlike the Iraq Freedom Act, 
which many people have cited today as 
a reason not to pass this particular 
piece of legislation, there is nothing in 
this act that we are debating today, 
there is nothing in this legislation that 
can be construed as authorizing use of 
force against Iran, and none of the as-
sistance should be used to support cov-
ert action that is contained in the leg-
islation. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. ENGEL). 

Mr. ENGEL. I thank the gentleman 
from New York and the gentleman 
from Indiana, and I am happy to be an 
original cosponsor of this bill. I want 
to compliment Congresswoman ROS- 
LEHTINEN and Congressman LANTOS for 
this bill. I rise in strong support of this 
resolution, and I condemn the actions 
and statements of the Iranian Govern-
ment. 

I believe this is one of the greatest 
crises since the end of the Cold War, 
and we have to be up to the challenge. 
Under the guise of saying it needs to 
meet its own energy needs, Iran has, 
for years, been engaged in secret ef-
forts to develop nuclear technology 
that has weapons capability. 

Let us be very clear. Iran is lying 
when she says she wants to use this for 
peaceful purposes. Iran is a major oil 
exporter and doesn’t need nuclear 

power for peaceful purposes. She is 
doing this for one reason and one rea-
son only: to be hostile; defying and 
misleading the international commu-
nity. 

Iran’s President Ahmadinejad has 
gone to extremes to stir up anti-Amer-
ican and anti-Israel sentiment in Iran 
and throughout the Arab world. Not 
only, as was stated before, has he pub-
licly declared his hope for ‘‘a world 
without America,’’ he has also stated 
his desire ‘‘to wipe Israel off the map.’’ 

These remarks demonstrate a gross 
disregard for the rule of law, human 
life, and the core principles of the 
United Nations. I wholeheartedly sup-
port the United Nations Security Coun-
cil’s looking into taking swift and 
strong action to counter Iran’s growing 
threat, and I urge prompt adoption of 
H.R. 282. 

This is a commonsense resolution. 
This has nothing to do with Iraq, to my 
colleagues who were talking about 
Iraq. There is no analogy here. This is 
another threat, and we have to stand 
up to the threat. If the world had stood 
up to Hitler in the 1930s, maybe the 
Holocaust wouldn’t have happened. 
Maybe World War II wouldn’t have hap-
pened. Every time there is a chance, 
society and the world has to stand up 
to prevent worse things from hap-
pening in the future. I don’t want to be 
around if Iran detonates a nuclear 
weapon and say I stood here in Wash-
ington and was afraid to act. 

As Ms. BERKLEY pointed out, this res-
olution doesn’t say anything about any 
kind of military action. We hope this 
can be resolved diplomatically, but, 
frankly, I believe that all options 
should be on the table. The military 
should be an absolute, absolute, ulti-
mate last resort, but we have to tell 
these thugs in Iran that we are not 
going to stand idly by and allow them 
to be destructive, allow them to make 
threats, allow them to kill people, or 
allow them to have another Holocaust. 

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, there 
has been talk in the media and else-
where about the necessity of bombing 
Iran, and we are talking today about 
regime change, which is an act of force, 
yet some of us believe we are acting 
too hastily. Others deny that; that 
something imminently is going to hap-
pen. But I want to read a little quote 
here from John Negroponte, Director of 
National Intelligence. He says, ‘‘Our 
assessment at the moment is that even 
though we believe that Iran is deter-
mined to acquire a nuclear weapon, we 
believe that it is still a number of 
years before they are likely to have 
enough fissile material to assemble 
into or put into a nuclear weapon; per-
haps into the next decade. So I think it 
is important that this issue be kept in 
perspective.’’ This is John Negroponte. 
And I think those who are so eager to 
pass this legislation and move toward 
regime change are moving in the wrong 
direction too hastily, and there are a 
lot of analogies to this and to Iraq, so 
we caution you about that. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, 
I do think this is an important con-
versation for us to have on this floor. I 
am pleased that the debate time was 
extended, and I hope our colleagues 
will take the time to scroll through the 
information that is available and think 
of the consequences. 

For instance, I would enter into the 
record, a letter from Under Secretary 
of State Nick Burns to Chairman HYDE. 
I will just quote a little and then insert 
the rest in the RECORD. 

We have enormous concerns about this pro-
posed legislation, particularly title II. These 
provisions would impair our ability to con-
tinue working closely and successfully with 
our allies to deal with the threat that Iran 
poses. 

Nobody here, nobody here, apologizes 
for this regime. And my good friend 
from Indiana is correct, there is a lot 
of shared interest and deep concern. 
The notion that this despotic regime 
would have control of nuclear weapons 
is terrifying, absolutely terrifying. 

We long for the day that the Iranian 
people are free, in no small measure be-
cause the United States’ history with 
the Iranian people over more than half 
a century is one where we have not al-
ways been on the side of democracy for 
the Iranian people, overthrowing their 
democratically elected regime in 1953. 
That was not a proud moment in our 
history when we helped install a dic-
tator, but we called him the Shah. 

We are united in our commitment to 
deal meaningfully with this problem. 
This legislation, as the administration 
has made clear, falls short of the mark. 
It is not tightening our sanctions 
against Iran. 

b 1215 
We have done that. 
There have been administrations, 

both Republican and Democrat, who 
have maybe not been as zealous in im-
plementing those sanctions; but that is 
on the books. We have done it. 

What this talks about doing is ex-
tending sanctions against the very peo-
ple whose cooperation we need to solve 
this problem. We are confusing our 
goals. Is it more important to threaten 
a regime change and thereby consoli-
date it? This Government of Iran by all 
indications is not monolithic. There 
are people who disagree with the sad 
and repulsive face of the current lead-
er. There are a vast number of young 
people in Iran who are not at this point 
violently anti-American. They are pro- 
Western. There is interest in the 
United States. If we misplay this, we 
can end up turning another generation 
against us in Iran. 

We have had empty threats against 
North Korea that did not stop them 
from going full speed ahead developing 
nuclear weapons, in fact, we are prob-
ably less safe today because we have 
not been focused and effective. 

I do strongly identify with the words 
of my friend, the gentleman from Iowa 
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(Mr. LEACH). I have been one who has 
been somewhat critical of this adminis-
tration in its actions in the past. I 
would find it absolutely inappropriate 
to not reinforce when I think they are 
trying to reposition themselves vis-a- 
vis Iran. There are many people on our 
side of the aisle who were against the 
rush to war in Iraq and many more who 
have found that it was a mistake to do 
so. We have supported more diplomatic 
initiatives, and this is the opportunity 
we have now. 

This legislation is not each-handed. 
It is not focused. The administration 
does not want it. It sanctions our al-
lies. I strongly urge that we do things 
that are coming down the pike now 
that we in Congress can do that will 
make a difference in Iran. Think about 
how we deal with India and nuclear 
weapons. This is a decision that is 
looming ahead of us that will make a 
difference for China and other coun-
tries that have nuclear technology 
about how we treat them in that situa-
tion. 

And for heaven’s sake, when people 
have suddenly discovered $3-a-gallon 
gasoline and that we are addicted to 
foreign oil, which is part of Iran’s 
strength right now, maybe we in Con-
gress can forget the goofy energy bill 
we passed and get serious about con-
servation, alternative energy, increas-
ing fuel standards and giving full value 
to the American public for our oil and 
gas resources. These are things that we 
can do now that will make a difference. 
Let the administration do its job dip-
lomatically; provide oversight, but do 
not go over the edge with this legisla-
tion. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. HENRY J. HYDE, 
Chairman, Committee on International Rela-

tions, House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to com-

ment on HR 282, the ‘‘Iran Freedom Support 
Act of 2005,’’ that currently is pending before 
your Committee. 

We have serious concerns about this pro-
posed legislation, particularly Title II, which 
would amend the Iran and Libya Sanctions 
Act (ILSA). These provisions would impair 
our ability to continue working closely and 
successfully with our allies to deal with the 
threat that Iran poses. 

The Iran issue is sensitive and critically 
important. The September 24 IAEA resolu-
tion, tabled by the EU–3 (Germany, the UK, 
and France), was an important step forward. 
We are going to have to continue working 
with our international partners to isolate 
Iran and to build and maintain an inter-
national coalition to ensure that Iran does 
not acquire a nuclear weapons capability. In 
doing so, the President needs the flexibility 
that HR 282 would impede. 

I note that one portion of the bill, Title IV, 
regarding support for democracy in Iran, 
could, with relatively minor modifications, 
make a positive contribution to our Iran ob-
jectives, and we would welcome the oppor-
tunity to work with Congress in developing 
this approach. 

Sincerely, 
R. NICHOLAS BURNS, 

Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs. 

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

There have been repeated assertions 
by several of my colleagues today 
about the administration’s position on 
the bill we are considering today. In 
fact, it has been characterized repeat-
edly by several colleagues that the ad-
ministration ‘‘strongly opposes’’ this 
legislation. 

With great respect to my colleagues, 
they are referring specifically to an ad-
ministration letter that expressed an 
opinion to the chairman of the Com-
mittee on International Relations be-
fore the bill provided further flexibility 
to the President, and it is not a re-
sponse to the text of the bill we are 
considering today. The administration 
has not taken a position on the legisla-
tion, as amended, that we are consid-
ering today. 

In specific reference to the concerns 
that were addressed, I would like to ad-
dress title II of the legislation before I 
recognize the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania. 

Title II of the bill was the focus of 
the administration’s letter, and it had 
to do in particular with that section 
concerning the ability of the President 
of the United States to waive certain 
provisions of this act in the national 
interest. The legislation that we con-
sider today states that the President 
may on a case-by-case basis waive for a 
period of not more than 6 months with 
respect to national security the certifi-
cations required in this bill if such a 
waiver is ‘‘vital to the national secu-
rity interests of the country’’ and the 
country of the national has undertaken 
substantial measures to prevent the ac-
quisition and development of weapons 
of mass destruction. 

What we in effect did here is we low-
ered the threshold significantly for the 
President’s waiver in this case. It is 
significant that the administration has 
not expressed opposition to the legisla-
tion, as amended. For the sake of clar-
ity of the record, I wanted to add that 
to our debate today. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
WELDON), the distinguished vice chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time and 
the leaders for bringing this bill for-
ward. 

I just want to refresh the memories 
of my colleagues who say we should 
not take any action. It was in 1997 
when we had evidence that Iran was 
getting cooperation on developing a 
missile system that we brought a bill 
before this body called the Iran Missile 
Sanctions Act. For my colleagues who 
were not here, 398 Members voted 
‘‘yes,’’ 98 Senators voted ‘‘yes,’’ the 
White House opposed the bill, and 
President Clinton vetoed the bill that 
year because he said we did not need it. 

Last summer, Iran paraded the 
Shabab III missile system down the 
streets of Tehran. It is completed. It is 
the most capable offensive system in 
the Middle East. We could have stopped 
it and we didn’t. 

Madam Speaker, for the past 3 years 
I have been feeding the CIA informa-
tion about Iran’s efforts to undermine 
Iraq, the Middle East, and to foment 
terrorism around the world. It got so 
uncomfortable that I had to write a 
book. Everything that I said that I 
gave to the CIA for the past 3 years is 
now true: the support for Bani Sadr, 
the efforts for taking two teams up 
into North Korea to acquire nuclear 
technology, the attempts to assas-
sinate Mullah al-Sastani. All of those 
things are now verified, and all of them 
I told the CIA and they ignored. 

We do need to be aggressive with Iran 
and we need an approach that does not 
call for war. I am not for war with Iran. 
The people of Iran are not our enemy. 
It is a young nation. The people there 
want to be back as friends with Amer-
ica and the West. We need to work with 
those Iranians in exile, and that is 
what this legislation calls for. 

Madam Speaker, 2 months ago I was 
out in California where I spoke to the 
13 largest Iranian radio and television 
stations that beamed by satellite into 
Iran. For 2 hours I spoke directly to 
the Iranian people by satellite, 12 mil-
lion households. I came back 8 hours 
later and took calls from people inside 
of Iran. 

Madam Speaker, 400 Iranians called 
through the satellite and through cell 
phones to issue their recommendations 
and their questions to me live. 

Madam Speaker, only 1 of 400 sup-
ported the regime of Ahmadinejad and 
Ayatollah Khomeini, who really runs 
the government there. Every other 
caller said we need your help, we need 
to do what you did with Ukraine, you 
need to help us take back our govern-
ment. You need to do what they did in 
Georgia, to have an internal revolu-
tion, to bring about change so we truly 
can be friends with the West. That is 
what this legislation calls for. 

But there is one other point this leg-
islation does not focus on that I feel 
strongly about, and this was mentioned 
by my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). The 
closest nation to Iran is Russia, and 
what we have to do is renew our efforts 
diplomatically to have Russia play a 
significant role to peacefully convince 
the people of Iran to get their govern-
ment to back off of this nasty rhetoric 
and of this effort to build up this offen-
sive capability using WMD, including 
nuclear weapons. This is of vital ur-
gency for us. This is the number-one 
threat we face in the world. 

While this legislation may not be 
perfect, it certainly sends a signal that 
we are not going to do what we did 
back in 1997. We are not going to allow 
any administration to back us off from 
stopping the development of tech-
nology like the missile system that 
Iran currently possesses. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN). 

Mr. CARDIN. Madam Speaker, let me 
thank my friend for yielding me this 
time. 
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Madam Speaker, I agree with many 

of the comments that have been made 
on this floor about the dilemma we 
have now in Iran as a result of our poli-
cies in Iraq. I opposed the U.S. involve-
ment in Iraq. I thought it was wrong. 
And as one of the consequences, it has 
caused us to lose focus on our war 
against terror and to make it more dif-
ficult for us to deal with Iran. 

Having said that, I think this is an 
important bill that we need to move 
forward. It is an important effort to 
make it clear that Iran cannot be per-
mitted to become a nuclear weapons 
power. 

Madam Speaker, let me point out 
some of the proudest moments in U.S. 
history have been the use of sanctions. 
I think back about U.S. leadership and 
imposing sanctions basically against 
the Soviet Union which allowed people 
to be able to leave that country. 

I think back about the U.S. leader-
ship in South Africa when it was an 
apartheid country and how we imposed 
sanctions against South Africa and 
were accused of causing problems in 
doing that. But what we did was bring 
down the apartheid Government of 
South Africa without the necessary use 
of force. 

So I think it is critically important 
that we stand united in our efforts to 
impose sanctions against Iran to make 
it clear that we cannot allow Iran to 
become a nuclear weapons power. Make 
no mistake about it, Iran is trying to 
do that. We know Iran is trying to do 
that. We know about the vote of the 
IAEA of 27–3 that referred Iran to the 
Security Council, that they are enrich-
ing uranium clearly to develop a nu-
clear weapon, that they have supported 
terrorist organizations, the Hezbollah 
and the Islamic Jihad. The Iranian 
President has made it clear that he 
wants a world without the United 
States and he wants to wipe Israel off 
the face of the map. These are serious 
threats that we need to take seriously. 

Therefore, we need effective sanc-
tions against Iran so they change their 
way. This legislation is an effort to 
strengthen the sanctions against Iran 
by removing the sunset, by taking 
away some of the discretion and re-
moving the sanctions unless Iran 
changes its way. 

Madam Speaker, I look at this as a 
way to engage the international com-
munity to work with us. We did not do 
that in Iraq, and that was one of the 
fatal flaws of our policy in Iraq is that 
we did not engage the international 
community. 

This legislation says, look, we have a 
chance with Iran to get them to change 
their ways through the imposition of 
sanctions and isolating the country, 
but we do need the help of our friends 
around the world. We do need them to 
work with us. It is in the interest of 
the civilized world to prevent Iran from 
becoming a nuclear weapons power. We 
need their help. Working with them, we 
can add another proud history to 
America in its international leadership 

of saying yes, we are going to use our 
international power, our diplomatic 
skills, to change the direction of a 
country that otherwise would become 
even a more dangerous risk to the 
United States and the civilized world. I 
urge my colleagues to support the leg-
islation. 

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Madam Speaker, there has been a lot 
of talk here about what this bill is 
doing and that it does not authorize 
the use of force. As a matter of fact, 
the language in the bill says this does 
not authorize the use of force. But my 
contention is it is a contradiction to 
the bill itself because the bill itself 
does authorize the use of force. No, not 
tanks and airplanes and bombs yet, but 
we know that all these options are still 
on the table. 

b 1230 

But what it does authorize is some-
thing that is equivalent to force, and 
that is sanctions. Sanctions are used as 
an act of war. 

Also, this bill has money in it, and it 
is open-ended, an authorization of ap-
propriation. There is authorized to be 
appropriated to the Department of 
State such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out this section. And what is 
this section talking about? Subsidies 
and funding of dissident groups to go in 
there and undermine the Iranian gov-
ernment. 

Yes, we quote Ahmadinejad about his 
vitriolic statements, and they are hor-
rible, but how do you think they inter-
pret other statements when we say we 
are going to wipe their regime off the 
face of the Earth? We are going to have 
regime change. So from their view-
point we are saying the same thing, 
and we should not be blinded to that 
and pretend, because our language is 
not quite as violent. We are saying the 
same thing, because look at the result 
of the violence in Iraq as a result of our 
efforts of regime change. 

Now, one of the major authors of the 
Iraqi war, a leader of the neoconserv-
ative movement, came before the com-
mittee when this resolution was de-
bated and when we had hearings on it. 
I want to read a quote from him be-
cause it clarifies this issue. The quote 
comes from Michael Ledeen, and he 
wants regime change. This is what he 
had to say. ‘‘There is much that is 
praiseworthy in the Iran Freedom Sup-
port Act. I think it can be improved by 
more openly embracing a policy of re-
gime change in Iran and allocating an 
adequate budget to demonstrate our se-
riousness in this endeavor. I know 
some Members would prefer to dance 
around the explicit declaration of re-
gime change as the policy of this coun-
try, but anyone looking closely at the 
language, and that is what I have done, 
and content of the Iran Freedom Sup-
port Act and its close relative in the 
Senate can clearly see that it is, in 
fact, the essence of the matter. You 
can’t have freedom in Iran, that is, we 

can’t have our way, without bringing 
down the mullahs.’’ 

That is an outright threat. That is 
the testimony of a neoconservative 
who led us and promoted and pushed 
the war in Iraq, and nothing would 
please him and others who are behind 
this type of resolution to see regime 
change. There is no denial of that. 

The question is how do we do it? Are 
we going to do it pussyfooting around? 
Or are we going to use force and vio-
lence? We did, we used bombs for a long 
time against Iraq. But we had a bill in 
1998 that said explicitly we are going to 
get rid of the Iraqi government, and it 
took a few years to get the war going. 

Both parties are involved in this. It 
is not just this administration that has 
promoted this type of foreign policy, 
which, quite frankly, I see is not in the 
best interest of our country. This is 
why I am a strong advocate of minding 
our own business. Don’t get involved in 
nation building. Don’t police the world. 
Don’t get involved in the internal af-
fairs of the other nations. Otherwise, 
we have a big job ahead of us. 

What about the fact that Kim Jong Il 
is still in power? We are talking to 
him. We talked to Qadaffi. Mao was in 
power, and he had nuclear weapons. 
What did we do; did we attack him? No. 
What did we do with Stalin? Stalin and 
Khrushchev had 30,000 nuclear weapons. 
Were we ready to use force and intimi-
dation and yelling and screaming? And 
Khrushchev was ready to wipe us off 
the face of the Earth also. 

But I am asking you to reconsider 
the fact that moving in this direction 
is the same thing as we did against 
Iraq, and it won’t do us any good. It is 
going to cost us a lot of money, and it 
is going to cost a lot of lives, and it is 
un-American. It is not constitutional. 
It is not moral. We should not pursue 
this type of foreign policy. We should 
take care of ourselves, and we should 
be more friendly with nations. We 
should be willing to trade. And if you 
are concerned about the world, why not 
set a good example? When our house is 
clean, when we have a good democracy 
and a worthy Republic, and we do well, 
believe me, they will want to emulate 
us. 

But attacking and intimidating other 
nations, the way we go at it now, lit-
erally backfires on us. What is it doing 
to the dissidents, those who would love 
to overthrow the Islamic radicals in 
Iran right now? It unifies them. Did we 
become unified in this country when 
we were attacked on 9/11? Do you think 
Republicans and Democrats were di-
vided on 9/11 and 9/12? No, it brings 
them together. So this policy does ex-
actly the opposite of what you pretend 
that you want to do, and that is en-
courage those people who don’t like 
their government. But by doing it this 
way, you literally are doing the very 
opposite. 

So I just plead with you to be more 
cautious. Negroponte says there is no 
rush. Take some time. They are not 
about to have a nuclear weapon. And 
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whether or not that is their plan or not 
probably at this moment is irrelevant. 
I mean, if we stood down all these na-
tions and all these nuclear weapons in 
the past, why can’t we practice more 
diplomacy to resolve our differences. I 
was talking to somebody the other day 
and they said, well, maybe in 10 years 
they might have a nuclear weapon, so 
we must act now. Get the bombs ready. 
They are talking about a nuclear at-
tack on Iran in order to stop them 
from producing a nuclear bomb. It is 
time to step back and look at the pol-
icy. The policy of nonintervention and 
peaceful relations with the world and 
peaceful trade is the American way to 
go, and it will lead to peace and pros-
perity. 

I yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The gentleman from Ohio is 
recognized for 53⁄4 minutes. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Texas for his very 
calm and patient approach to this. I 
don’t think the American people want 
our Nation set on a path of war with 
Iran, and I believe the American people 
are very concerned about the steps 
which set us on a path to war against 
Iraq. There are questions that have to 
be answered by this administration be-
fore Congress should rightfully even 
vote on this. 

You know, it has been reported re-
cently that U.S. troops are conducting 
military operations in Iran. In Iran. 
Now, if that is true, then apparently 
the administration has made a decision 
to commit U.S. military forces to a 
unilateral conflict with Iran, even be-
fore direct or indirect negotiations 
with the Government of Iran have been 
attempted, without U.N. support and 
without authorization from this Con-
gress. 

First things first here. Where are we 
right now? Are we already inside Iran? 
According to Seymour Hersh, in the 
New Yorker, there is evidence that sug-
gests that we are. The presence of U.S. 
troops in Iran would constitute a hos-
tile act against that country. 

Now, put that in the context of this 
particular bill. At a time when diplo-
macy is urgently needed, this bill 
would escalate an international crisis 
that is already percolating by the prob-
ability or at least the possibility that 
this administration has already com-
mitted troops to Iran. What we are see-
ing here is an undermining of any at-
tempt to negotiate with the Govern-
ment of Iran, and we are seeing the un-
dermining of any diplomatic efforts at 
the U.N. 

I said this before and I will say it 
again. Any kind of saber rattling 
against Iran puts our troops in Iraq at 
jeopardy. The achievement of stability 
in transition to Iraqi security control 
will be compromised, reversing any 
progress that has been cited by the ad-
ministration. 

I am sure that many Americans are 
saying, you know, it is hard to believe 

that the United States could have al-
ready taken such an imprudent deci-
sion as committing troops to Iran, but 
we have had a number and variety of 
sources confirming this. Over a week 
ago Air Force Colonel Sam Gardner re-
lated on CNN that the Iranian Ambas-
sador to the IAEA, Aliasghar 
Soltaniyeh, reported to him that Ira-
nians have captured dissident forces 
who have confessed to working with 
U.S. troops in Iran. Earlier that week, 
Seymour Hersh reported that a U.S. 
source told him that U.S. Marines were 
operating in the Baluchi, Azeri and 
Kurdish regions of Iran. 

Now, any kind of military deploy-
ment in Iran would and should con-
stitute an urgent matter of national 
significance. And I think that the ad-
ministration has an obligation to this 
Congress, before Congress would vote 
on this kind of a bill, to tell us exactly 
what is going on with the activities of 
American forces with regard to Iran. 

Also, there are reports that the U.S. 
is fomenting opposition and supporting 
military operations in Iran among in-
surgent groups and Iranian ethnic mi-
nority groups, some of whom are oper-
ating from Iraq. The Party for a Free 
Life in Kurdistan, PEJAK, is one such 
group, and the other group is called the 
MEK, the Mujahedin e-Khalq. It is an 
Iranian antigovernment group which 
was listed as a terrorist group by the 
State Department since 1997. An article 
by Jim Lobe, published in antiwar.com, 
on February 11, 2005, claims that the 
Pentagon civilians in Vice President 
CHENEY’s office are among those in the 
U.S. Government who support MEK. 
We also know from the Hersh article in 
the New Yorker which confirms that 
U.S. troops are establishing contact 
with antigovernment ethnic minority 
groups in Iran. 

Now, U.S. support for insurgent ac-
tivity in Iran would not be tolerable. 
The administration has claimed nu-
merous times that the object of the so- 
called war on terrorism is to target 
lawless insurgent groups. It would be a 
breach of trust if the administration is 
involved in this. Iran does not present 
an imminent threat. Any setting the 
stage for an attack on Iran is setting 
the stage for a unilateral act of war. 

I think that this country needs to 
move very slowly anytime we are set-
ting the stage for conflict with another 
nation. Don’t we have enough problems 
in Iraq to clean up without setting the 
stage for another conflict in Iran? We 
must use diplomacy. We must use our 
relationships with Russia and China 
and other nations in order to avert a 
conflict with Iran. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Madam Speaker, I heard our col-
league thank Mr. PAUL of Texas for 
being calm and patient. I don’t know 
how much more patient we can be with 
a country that supports international 
terrorism as Iran does. 

Let me point out, this bill does not 
authorize the use of force. It does not 

authorize the use of force. We can say 
it over and over again. That is clearly 
not getting through. But this country, 
we are talking about Iran, is bent on 
the destruction of our ally Israel, bent 
on the destruction of our ally Israel 
and the interests of the United States 
in that region. 

This is a peaceful way to help resolve 
this issue. It will restrict access to re-
serves by the mullahs in Iran to pursue 
development of weapons of mass de-
struction and nuclear weapons. So, 
Madam Speaker, once again, I rise in 
strong support of this legislation. I 
hope my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle see the wisdom of this legislation 
that is seen as well in the Senate, and 
the President understands the wisdom 
of this legislation and signs it into law. 

I yield the balance of my time to my 
friend, Mr. PENCE. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Indiana is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. PENCE. I thank the gentleman 
from New York for yielding and for his 
strong leadership on the international 
stage today and at other times in his 
career. 

To the gentlewoman from Florida 
who is in our thoughts and prayers 
today, ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, who au-
thored the Iran Freedom Support Act, 
I express gratitude. 

Mr. CROWLEY of New York just said it 
best. The bill we will consider today 
codifies U.S. sanctions on Iran and re-
quires that they remain in place until 
Iran has verifiably dismantled its 
chemical, biological and nuclear weap-
ons program. It does not, this legisla-
tion today does not authorize the use 
of force against Iran. It does a host of 
other things that represent economic 
sanctions. It supports independent 
human rights and peaceful prodemoc-
racy forces within Iran. 

But the Iran Freedom Support Act is 
the right bill at the right time. It is a 
strong diplomatic measure. The poten-
tial consequences of inaction could be 
catastrophic. Congress and this admin-
istration must act before it is too late, 
before our options are severely limited, 
and this diplomatic measure today, the 
Iran Freedom Support Act, is such a 
measure. 

I ask my colleagues to render their 
overwhelming support of this 
legislation. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speaker, Iran 
is the full ticket—a defiant rogue state, defined 
by the State Department as the world’s most 
active—state sponsor of terrorism. Its ambition 
to develop weapons of mass destruction capa-
bilities has been deliberate, deceptive, and 
long in the making. 

U.S. policy has to date pursued a patient 
course of diplomacy including working with our 
allies, heeding the findings of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, and accepting ineffec-
tual incentives. 

However, diplomacy does not mean sur-
render and of the ‘‘constructive engagement’’, 
incentives, and inducements of the Iranian re-
gime have been no more effective than Neville 
Chamberlain’s famous failed policies of ap-
peasement during World War II. 
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It is time for the U.S. and our allies to un-

dertake the sacrifices required to deny Iran the 
political legitimacy, technology, materials, and 
financial resources to pursue its destructive 
policies—policies that threaten U.S and global 
security. 

It is our hope that H.R. 282 will serve as le-
verage for cooperation from those allies who 
claim to be concerned about the growing Ira-
nian threat but who continue to invest billions 
in Iran’s energy sector and continue to assist 
Iran’s nuclear and missile programs. 

Ten years ago, the U.S. called on our Euro-
pean allies to take steps to deny Iran the fi-
nancial resources to nuclear capabilities. 

The U.S. also called on Russia and China 
to cease their support for Iran’s nuclear and 
missile program. 

These calls were ignored. 
Then, four years ago, the Iran saga within 

the context of the IAEA begins. 
According to multiple IAEA reports Iran’s de-

ceptions and breaches of its international obli-
gations have dealt with the most sensitive as-
pects of the nuclear cycle. 

By September of 2004, as Iran resumed 
large-scale uranium conversion, then Sec-
retary of State Colin Powell called for the Iran 
case to be referred to the United Nations Se-
curity Council for sanctions to be imposed. 

That was not to be. The response from the 
international community was to offer Iran yet 
more incentives and to increase its invest-
ments in Iran’s energy sector. 

Every step along the way, Iran has dem-
onstrated contempt for the IAEA and has 
mocked the international community. 

In fact, Iran’s former nuclear negotiator re-
cently boasted: ‘‘When we were negotiating 
with the Europeans in Tehran we were still in-
stalling some of the equipment at the Isfahan 
site . . . In reality, by creating a same situa-
tion, we could finish Isfahan.’’ 

That is but a microcosm of how concessions 
and inaction—inaction including the failure to 
implement U.S. laws such as the Iran-Libya 
Sanctions Act—have only served to embolden 
the Iranian regime and increase the threat Iran 
poses to U.S. national security interests and 
global stability. 

Just in the last few months, Iran: Resumed 
its nuclear efforts, removing the IAEA seals on 
uranium conversion plants; announced it could 
successfully use biotechnology for its nuclear 
program, thereby improving its capacity to 
build nuclear weapons; called for Israel to be 
wiped off the map; Iran’s Defense Minister 
said that it is ‘‘Iran’s absolute right to have ac-
cess to nuclear arms . . .’’; Iran is identified 
by U.S. military commanders as the source of 
some of the IEDs being used in terrorist at-
tacks in Iraq; Iran’s leader announces that Iran 
would inflict ‘‘harm and pain’’ on the U.S. 

Just over a week ago, Iran’s so-called presi-
dent announces that Iran has an indigenous 
capability to enrich uranium and that it con-
tinues to pursue a more sophisticated tech-
nology, P–2 centrifuges, that could speed 
Iran’s path to nuclear weapons. 

Just yesterday, Iran’s Grand Ayatollah un-
derscored that Iran would share nuclear tech-
nology with other Islamic nations. 

This announcement was made during a 
meeting with Sudan’s brutal leader where the 
Ayatollah praised the Sudanese regime’s poli-
cies. 

This clearly indicates that the Iranian threat 
is more than just about its nuclear pursuits. 

This is a repressive regime that denies the Ira-
nian people the most fundamental freedoms. 

It is a regime that, since the infamous day 
in November 1979 when the U.S. embassy 
was overrun by Iranian radicals and Ameri-
cans were taken hostage and held for 444 
days, has increasingly viewed terrorism as a 
legitimate means to further its ideological and 
strategic aims. 

Iran provides Hezbollah with funding, safe 
haven, training, and weapons that have been 
estimated by some at more than $80 million 
per year. 

Hezbollah has been linked to the 1983 at-
tacks on the U.S. Marine barracks in Lebanon. 

Hezbollah has also been linked to the 
bombing of the U.S. Embassy and the Em-
bassy annex, in Beirut in 1984. 

Iran is directly linked to the June 1996 truck 
bombing of the Khobar Towers U.S. military 
housing complex in Saudi Arabia. 

Iran has used Hezbollah to assert a global 
reach that has extended into the Western 
Hemisphere. We witnessed the 1992 bombing 
of the Israeli embassy in Argentina and the 
July 1994 bombing of the AMIA Jewish Com-
munity Center, also in Buenos Aires. 

In December 2001, Matthew Levitt, a former 
FBI counter-terrorism official, detailed the be-
ginning of al-Qaeda’s links with Iran. 

Levitt noted: ‘‘According to U.S. intelligence 
reports, Osama bin Laden’s operatives ap-
proached Iranian Ministry of Intelligence and 
Security, MOIS, agents in 1995 and again in 
1996, offering to join forces against America.’’ 

He added: ‘‘In fact, phone records obtained 
by U.S. officials investigating the 1998 U.S. 
embassy bombings in Kenya and Tanzania re-
vealed that 10 percent of the calls from the 
Compact-M satellite phone used by bin Laden 
and his key lieutenants were to Iran. ‘‘ 

Testimony from defendants in the Kenya 
and Tanzania U.S. embassy bombings, indi-
cate that Al-Qaeda and Hezbollah, with Iranian 
assistance, have had strategic meetings 
throughout the years in Sudan and elsewhere. 

This is just the tip of the iceberg. 
There is still time to contain the threat 

posed by Iran and adopt short and long-term 
policies that will compel Iran to change its un-
acceptable behavior. 

H.R. 282 provides such a response. 
Briefly, this bill: Codifies U.S. sanctions on 

Iran and requires that they remain in place 
until Iran has verifiably dismantled its chem-
ical, biological, and nuclear weapons pro-
grams; amends the Iran-Libya Sanctions Act, 
ILSA, including by enlarging the number of en-
tities that would be subject to sanctions, lim-
iting its application to Iran, and eliminating the 
expiration date of the law; requires that the 
names of all individuals, governments and 
companies that have invested a total of at 
least $20 million in Iran’s energy sector be 
published in the Federal Register; denies U.S. 
assistance to countries that are invested in 
Iran’s energy sector; authorizes the President 
to provide U.S. assistance to peaceful pro-
democracy and human rights groups in Iran 
and for independent broadcasts into Iran. 

We must use all available political and eco-
nomic means to truly make Iran pay for its be-
havior, and to leverage for cooperation from 
our allies and convince them to deny Iran the 
resources to continue along this track. 

We must act before it is too late and our op-
tions are severely limited. 

I ask my colleagues to render their over-
whelming support to this legislation. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, National Foreign 
Trade Council, Coalition for Employment 
Through Exports and USA*Engage yesterday 
distributed to members a very cogent descrip-
tion of some of the reasons to oppose H.R. 
282. I recommend that members review it. 
Hon. JIM MCDERMOTT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
Re H.R. 282, Iran Sanctions Act. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MCDERMOTT: Our orga-
nizations write in opposition to the Iran 
Sanctions Act, H.R. 282, which has been 
placed on the House suspension calendar for 
this week. While we recognize the serious 
concerns raised by the current regime in 
Iran, we are concerned that the changes 
which have been proposed to the U.S. sanc-
tions program would hinder, not help, our ef-
forts to address the situation. Specifically, 
these changes would remove the vital flexi-
bility of U.S. sanctions policy, drive a wedge 
between U.S. and our allies in the on-going 
joint efforts to influence the Iranian regime, 
increase the involvement of courts in U.S. 
foreign policy, and discourage foreign invest-
ment in the United States. We urge you to 
oppose passage of H.R. 282 when it comes up 
under suspension of the rules this week to 
allow for fuller and more informed consider-
ation over the negative consequences of 
these changes to U.S. law. 

In particular, we note the following con-
cerns with the current bill as it was ordered 
reported by the House International Rela-
tions Committee on March 15: 

The bill would remove the extremely use-
ful periodic review of the Iran sanctions re-
gime by removing the sunset provision in-
cluded in the earlier Iran Libya Sanctions 
Act. Sunset provisions are vital to creating 
an effective sanctions regime as they permit 
Congress to review sanctions to ensure that 
they are effective and useful over time. Con-
gress engaged in a useful debate over reforms 
in Iran when sanctions up for renewal in 2001 
and it is important that Members allow for 
such a debate in the future. 

H.R. 282 would make the United States 
more vulnerable to international commer-
cial complaints and damage U.S. global fi-
nancial leadership by greatly expanding the 
entities subject to sanctions to include in-
surers, creditors and foreign subsidiaries. 
The United States would undoubtedly face 
complaints and lawsuits from our trading 
partners questioning their legality. It would 
also stoke ‘‘economic nationalism,’’ which 
may seriously disrupt vital U.S. business 
overseas. 

The capital market sanctions contained in 
H.R. 282 would discourage foreign investment 
in the United States and could potentially 
damage U.S. business interests abroad. By 
requiring publication of the names of enti-
ties that have investments in violation of 
the sanctions, ordering a report by an office 
of the Security and Exchange Commission, 
and encouraging divestment of stocks, H.R. 
282 sends a negative signal to foreign compa-
nies interested in investing in the United 
States. This bill encourages global compa-
nies to avoid investments in the United 
States by leaving them exposed to potential 
capital market sanctions. Foreign govern-
ments may also seek to retaliate against 
U.S. firms abroad based on their own polit-
ical motivations. 

H.R. 282 would hinder the flexibility of the 
President to conduct foreign policy. The bill 
would require the President to direct the 
Treasury Department to initiate investiga-
tions into the potential for sanctioning firms 
investing in Iran and would require the 
President to determine to impose sanctions 
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on such entities within 360 days. This provi-
sion would also apply retroactively, requir-
ing sanctions determinations on pending in-
vestigations of prior investments within 
ninety days of enactment. If the President 
chose to waive the sanctions, which is pos-
sible under an inadequately narrow provision 
in this bill, he would be required to renew 
that waiver every six months. This policy of 
requiring investigations and sanctions deter-
minations on each and every past and future 
investment in Iran by a person described in 
the Act would severely restrict the Adminis-
tration’s flexibility to conduct foreign policy 
in ways that can adapt to complex, changing 
circumstances. 

Finally, we encourage Congress and the 
House International Relations Committee to 
rethink the sanctions regime in light of their 
serious unintended impact on the people of 
Iran and our own ability to forge vital inter-
national alliances. When we hear of reports 
like those raised in the March 15 hearing of 
the Committee on International Relations— 
about the difficulties that humanitarian or-
ganizations have had operating to relieve 
suffering by earthquake victims—it seems 
appropriate to take a closer look at whether 
there might be a better way for the United 
States to address the serious concerns raised 
by the policies of the Iranian government. 

At the very least, we hope that there will 
be an opportunity to hold a fuller debate 
over the proposed radical changes to the Iran 
Libya Sanctions Act, and therefore respect-
fully request that you vote against H.R. 282. 

Respectfully submitted, 
USA*Engage. 
Coalition for Employment Through Ex-

ports. 
National Foreign Trade Council. 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. BERMAN. Madam Speaker, several 
years ago we discovered that Iran was oper-
ating a secret program to enrich uranium and 
carry out other sensitive nuclear fuel cycle ac-
tivities. 

Iran’s failure to report these activities to the 
International Atomic Energy Agency was a 
blatant violation of its obligations under the 
Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty. 

The more we have learned about Iran’s nu-
clear program in the intervening months, the 
more obvious it’s become that Tehran’s true 
intention is not peaceful power generation, but 
the development of a nuclear arsenal that 
could threaten the United States, our allies in 
the Middle East, and any other part of the 
world within the range of Iran’s increasingly 
sophisticated ballistic missiles. 

Any seeds of doubt on the purpose of Iran’s 
nuclear activities were dispelled once and for 
all by their outright rejection of a sensible pro-
posal offered by our European allies and, 
more recently, Iran’s resumption of uranium 
enrichment in defiance of the international 
community. 

The election of Iranian President 
Ahmadinejad has made the urgency of pre-
venting Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons 
that much greater. 

His messianic world view, vocal support for 
‘‘wiping Israel off the map,’’ and close ties to 
Hezbollah, Hamas and other terrorist organi-
zations make the prospect of a nuclear-armed 
Iran truly unimaginable. 

Everyone hopes we can find a diplomatic 
solution to this crisis, and the IAEA’s recent 
decision to refer Iran to the U.N. Security 
Council was a long-overdue step in the right 
direction. 

But tough words must be backed by tough 
action, and we have got to keep the pressure 

on Russia and China to support meaningful 
measures that will cause the Iranian regime to 
reevaluate the wisdom of its current course. 

And, through this legislation before us 
today, we must push our own Executive 
Branch to enforce the Iran-Libya Sanctions 
Act, legislation passed by Congress back in 
1996 to deter investment in Iran’s oil and gas 
sector. 

By requiring the President to impose sanc-
tions on foreign firms that continue to invest in 
Iran, we hoped to starve the Iranian regime of 
hard currency necessary to pursue nuclear 
weapons and support terrorism. 

In the months after ILSA was signed into 
law, there were strong indications that it was 
having the intended deterrent effect. 

But then, in an effort to avoid offending our 
allies, the Clinton Administration made a deci-
sion not to enforce the law—a shortsighted 
policy continued by President Bush. 

H.R. 282 would close a legal loophole that 
has allowed the State Department to sit on in-
vestigations for years without making a deter-
mination, one way or the other, if a foreign 
firm has in fact made an investment in Iran. 

Madam Speaker, this legislation won’t make 
Iran’s nuclear program go away, but it is an 
important step in the right direction, and—with 
360 cosponsors—sends a clear signal that 
Congress is extremely concerned about this 
critical matter. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join me 
today in supporting H.R. 282, the Iran Free-
dom Support Act. 

I want to thank Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr. 
LANTOS for drafting this bill that has gathered 
great support from our colleagues to address 
the urgent and problematic situation in Iran. 

This bill will extend and strengthen existing 
sanctions designed to cut off funds Iran could 
use for its illicit atomic programs. 

Inspections by the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency (IAEA) over the past three years 
have turned up evidence that Iran has been 
pursuing nuclear technology for nearly two 
decades. Despite recent rulings by the IAEA 
Board of Governors that found Iran to be in 
noncompliance with its Nuclear Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty safeguards agreement, and a pres-
idential statement last month by the United 
Nations Security Council that called upon Iran 
to reinstitute its voluntary suspension of en-
richment and reprocessing, Iran has stated 
that it will continue development of its nuclear 
program. 

The U.S. and our allies cannot stand by and 
watch Iran develop nuclear capabilities, and 
this legislation is just a first step in what must 
be done to address this problem. 

A state that has vowed to continue sup-
porting terrorist activity against the West and 
the U.S., has openly stated that Israel must be 
wiped off the map, and has threatened to re-
taliate to international pressure and sanctions 
by giving nuclear technology to other states, 
must be dealt with before it has a robust nu-
clear program. 

Iran’s pursuit for weapons of mass destruc-
tion—and nuclear technology in particular— 
along with its outright support for international 
terrorism require a strong response from our 
government. 

Passing H.R. 282 is a first step in address-
ing this urgent situation, and I ask my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this bill. 

Ms. HARRIS. Madam Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 282, the Iran Freedom Support 

Act. For more than two decades the Iranian 
regime has displayed its contempt for the rule 
of law by willingly and aggressively breaching 
its international obligations, in pursuit of nu-
clear weapons. 

The incendiary remark made by Iranian 
President Ahmadinejad, that Israel is a ‘‘fake 
regime [that] can not logically continue to live,’’ 
underscores the importance of this measure. 

H.R. 282 denies technical assistance and fi-
nancial resources to the regime of President 
Ahmadinejad, and strengthens sanctions 
against those who would facilitate the develop-
ment of a covert nuclear program in Iran. This 
bill sends a clear and unambiguous message 
to Iran that their behavior is unacceptable. 

The overwhelming 37–3 vote by which this 
measure passed the International Relations 
Committee exemplifies the bipartisan nature of 
the issue. 

Madam Speaker, with the proliferation of nu-
clear weaponry at issue, there is neither room 
for error, nor for mixed signals. The price to 
be paid for inaction or indecision is beyond 
consideration. This legislation is a measured, 
responsible demonstration of our commitment 
to ensuring the freedom of Iranians and Amer-
icans alike. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam Speaker, 
I am attaching an exchange of letters between 
Chairman HYDE and Chairmen DAVIS, THOMAS, 
MCKEON and OXLEY concerning the bill H.R. 
282 ‘‘The Iran Freedom Support Act’’ for print-
ing in the RECORD. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM, 

Washington, DC, April 13, 2006. 
Hon. HENRY J. HYDE, 
Chairman, Committee on International Rela-

tions, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to con-
firm our mutual understanding with respect 
to consideration of H.R. 282, the Iran Free-
dom Support Act, which the Committee on 
International Relations ordered reported on 
April 13, 2006. In the bill as ordered reported 
by your Committee, section 206, specifically 
the provisions providing Senses of Congress 
urging U.S. government pension plan and 
thrift savings plan managers to take certain 
actions (section 206(c) and (d)) and the provi-
sion requiring certain disclosures by man-
agers of U.S. government pension plans and 
thrift savings plans (section 206(e)) are with-
in the jurisdiction of the Government Re-
form Committee. 

I thank you for your agreement to support 
the removal of section 206(e) from the bill 
and to modify sections 206(c) and (d) with the 
addition of language recognizing the fidu-
ciary duties of U. S. government pension 
plan managers, as you work to move this im-
portant legislation forward. Given the im-
portance and timeliness of the Iran Freedom 
Support Act, and your willingness to work 
with us regarding pension issues, I will not 
request a sequential referral of this legisla-
tion to the Committee on Government Re-
form. However, I only do so with the under-
standing that this procedural route should 
not be construed to prejudice the Committee 
on Government Reform’s jurisdictional in-
terest and prerogatives on these provisions 
or any other similar legislation and will not 
be considered as precedent for consideration 
of matters of jurisdictional interest to my 
Committee in the future. Furthermore, 
should these or similar provisions be consid-
ered in a conference with the Senate, I would 
expect Members of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform be appointed to the con-
ference committee on these provisions. 
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Finally, I would ask that you include a 

copy of our exchange of letters in the Com-
mittee Report on H.R. 282 and in the Con-
gressional Record during the consideration 
of this bill. If you have any questions regard-
ing this matter, please do not hesitate to 
call me. I thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
TOM DAVIS, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELA-
TIONS, 

Washington, DC, April 13, 2006. 
Hon. TOM DAVIS, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 

letter concerning H.R. 282, the Iran Freedom 
Support Act. I concur with your assessment 
that Section 206 of the bill, as ordered re-
ported by the Committee on International 
Relations, which deals with United States 
Pension Plans, falls within the Rule X juris-
diction of the Committee on Government Re-
form—specifically Section 206(e), which re-
quires certain disclosures by managers of 
U.S. government pension plans. In addition, 
the Senses of Congress contained in Sections 
206 (c) and (d), urging U.S. government pen-
sion plan managers to take certain actions, 
are also within the jurisdiction of your Com-
mittee. 

I thank you for your agreement to support 
moving this important legislation forward. 
Based on our discussions, this Committee 
will remove Section 206(e) from the bill, 
modify Sections 206 (c) and (d), and add lan-
guage recognizing the fiduciary duties of 
pension plan managers. I appreciate your 
willingness to forego seeking a sequential re-
ferral of this legislation. I understand your 
willingness to do so does not in any way 
prejudice the Committee on Government Re-
form’s jurisdictional interest and preroga-
tives on these provisions or any other simi-
lar legislation and will not be considered as 
precedent for consideration of matters of ju-
risdictional interest to your Committee in 
the future. Should these or similar provi-
sions be considered in a conference with the 
Senate, I will urge the Speaker to appoint 
members of the Committee on Government 
Reform to the conference committee. 

As you requested, I will include a copy of 
our exchange of letters in the Committee Re-
port on H.R. 282 and in the Congressional 
Record during the consideration of this bill. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY J. HYDE, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 

Washington, DC, April 6, 2006. 
Hon. HENRY J. HYDE, 
Chairman, Committee on International Rela-

tions, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN HYDE: I am writing regard-

ing H.R. 282, the ‘‘Iran Freedom Support 
Act,’’ which the Committee on International 
Relations marked up on March 15, 2006. 

As per the agreement between our Com-
mittees, to be included in a manager’s 
amendment to H.R. 282, the amended bill 
would modify the language in Section 101(a) 
so that the import sanctions contained in 
Executive Order 12959 may remain in effect 
under the terms of the Executive Order but 
would not be codified by this bill, In addi-
tion, Sections 202(a) and 202(b) of the re-
ported bill will remain in the amended 
version. These sections would change current 
law by striking the statutory option the 
President currently has to ban imports 
against both Iran and Libya. 

Because all of these provisions have the ef-
fect of modifying and altering the applica-

tion of an import ban, they fall within the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. However, in order to expedite this 
legislation for floor consideration, the Com-
mittee will forgo action on this bill. This is 
being done with the understanding that it 
does not in any way prejudice the Committee 
with respect to the appointment of conferees 
or its jurisdictional prerogatives on this or 
similar legislation. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter, confinning this understanding with 
respect to H.R. 282, and would ask that a 
copy of our exchange of letters on this mat-
ter be included in your Committee report. 

Best regards, 
BILL THOMAS, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELA-
TIONS, 

Washington, DC, April 7, 2006. 
Hon. WILLIAM M. THOMAS, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing regard-

ing H.R. 282, the ‘‘Iran Freedom Support 
Act,’’ which the Committee on International 
Relations marked up on March 15, 2006. 

As per the agreement between our Com-
mittees, I will include in the manager’s 
amendment to H.R. 282 language which 
would modify the text in Section 101(a) so 
that the import sanctions contained in Exec-
utive Order 12959 may remain in effect under 
the terms of the Executive Order but would 
not be codified by this bill. In addition, Sec-
tions 202(a) and 202(b) of the reported bill 
will remain in the amended version. These 
sections would change current law by strik-
ing the statutory option the President cur-
rently has to ban imports against both Iran 
and Libya. 

I concur that these provisions have the ef-
fect of modifying and altering the applica-
tion of an import ban and, therefore, they 
fall within the jurisdiction of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. I appreciate your will-
ingness to assist in expediting this legisla-
tion by foregoing action on this bill. This is 
being done with the understanding that it 
does not in any way prejudice the Committee 
on Ways and Means with respect to the ap-
pointment of conferees or its jurisdictional 
prerogatives on this or similar legislation. 

As you requested, I will be pleased to in-
clude a copy of this exchange of letters in 
the Committee Report on H.R. 282 and in the 
Congressional Record during the consider-
ation of this bill. If you have any questions 
regarding this matter, please do not hesitate 
to call me. I thank you for your consider-
ation. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY J. HYDE, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, April 7, 2006. 
Hon. HENRY J. HYDE, 
Chairman, Committee on International Rela-

tions, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to con-
firm our mutual understanding with respect 
to the consideration of H.R. 282, the Iran 
Freedom Support Act. This bill was ordered 
reported by the Committee on International 
Relations on March 15, 2006. Section 206, 
‘‘United States pension plans’’, and section 
207, ‘‘Report by Office of Global Security 
Risks’’, of the bill as ordered reported by 
your committee are within the jurisdiction 
of the Committee on Financial Services 
under clause l(g) of rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. 

Ordinarily, the Committee on Financial 
Services would be entitled to receive a se-
quential referral of the bill. However, I 
thank you for your agreement to support in 
moving this important legislation forward 
the removal of section 206(e) and section 207 
from the bill and to modify section 206(b) by 
inserting the Secretary of State in lieu of 
the President. Given the importance and 
timeliness of the Iran Freedom Support Act, 
and your willingness to work with us regard-
ing these issues, I will not seek a sequential 
referral of this legislation. However, I do so 
only with the understanding that this proce-
dural route should not be construed to preju-
dice the jurisdictional interest of the Com-
mittee on Financial Services on these provi-
sions or any other similar legislation and 
will not be considered as precedent for con-
sideration of matters of jurisdictional inter-
est to my committee in the future. Further-
more, should these or similar provisions be 
considered in a conference with the Senate, I 
would expect members of the Committee on 
Financial Services be appointed to the con-
ference committee on these provisions. 

Finally, I would ask that you include a 
copy of our exchange of letters in the Com-
mittee Report on H.R. 282 and in the Con-
gressional Record during the consideration 
of this bill. If you have any questions regard-
ing this matter, please do not hesitate to 
call me. I thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL G. OXLEY, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELA-
TIONS, 

Washington, DC, April 7, 2006. 
Hon. MICHAEL G. OXLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Financial Services, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 

letter concerning H.R. 282, the Iran Freedom 
Support Act. I concur that the bill, as or-
dered reported by the Committee on Inter-
national Relations on March 15, 2006, con-
tains language which falls within the Rule X 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Financial 
Services. Specifically, Section 206, ‘‘United 
States Pension Plans,’’ and Section 207, ‘‘Re-
port by Office of Global Security Risks,’’ of 
the bill are within your Committee’s juris-
diction. 

Our two committees have reached agree-
ment that, in the interest of moving this im-
portant legislation forward, the text of the 
bill which we will place in the manager’s 
amendment will remove Section 206(e) and 
Section 207 from the bill and will modify 
Section 206(b) by inserting the ‘‘Secretary of 
State’’ in lieu of ‘‘the President.’’ Given the 
importance and timeliness of the Iran Free-
dom Support Act, I appreciate your willing-
ness to work with us regarding these issues 
and to forego sequential referral of this leg-
islation. I understand that by doing so, it 
should not be construed to prejudice the ju-
risdictional interest of the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services on these provisions or any 
other similar legislation and will not be con-
sidered as precedent for consideration of 
matters of jurisdictional interest to your 
Committee in the future. Furthermore, 
should these or similar provisions be consid-
ered in a conference with the Senate, I will 
request the Speaker to name members of the 
Committee on Financial Services to the con-
ference committee. 

As you requested, I will be pleased to in-
clude a copy of this exchange of letters in 
the Committee Report on H.R. 282 and in the 
Congressional Record during the consider-
ation of this bill. If you have any questions 
regarding this matter, please do not hesitate 
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to call me. I thank you for your consider-
ation. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY J. HYDE, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE 
WORKFORCE, 

Washington, DC, April 6, 2006. 
Hon. HENRY J. HYDE, 
Committee on International Relations, House of 

Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN, I am writing to con-

firm our mutual understanding with respect 
to the consideration of H.R. 282, the Iran 
Freedom Support Act. Section 206, United 
States Pension Plans, of the bill as ordered 
reported by your committee is within the ju-
risdiction of the Committee on Education 
and Workforce—specifically, section 206 (e), 
which requires certain disclosures by man-
agers of private pension plans. In addition, 
the Senses of Congress contained in sections 
206 (c) and (d) urge private pension plan man-
agers to take certain actions and are also 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

I thank you for your agreement to support 
the removal of section 206 (e) from the bill 
and to modify sections 206 ( c) and (d) with 
the addition of language recognizing the fi-
duciary duties of pension plan managers, as 
you work to move this important legislation 
forward. Given the importance and timeli-
ness of the Iran Freedom Support Act, and 
your willingness to work with us regarding 
pension issues, I will not seek a sequential 
referral of this legislation. However, I do so 
only with the understanding that this proce-
dural route should not be construed to preju-
dice the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce’s jurisdictional interest and pre-
rogatives on these provisions or any other 
similar legislation and will not be considered 
as precedent for consideration of matters of 
jurisdictional interest to my committee in 
the future. Furthermore, should these or 
similar provisions be considered in a con-
ference with the Senate, I would expect 
members of the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce be appointed to the con-
ference committee on these provisions. 

Finally, I would ask that you include a 
copy of our exchange of letters in the Com-
mittee Report on H.R. 282 and in the Con-
gressional Record during the consideration 
of this bill. If you have any questions regard-
ing this matter, please do not hesitate to 
call me. I thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
HOWARD P. ‘‘BUCK’’ MCKEON, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELA-
TIONS, 

Washington, DC, April 6, 2006. 
Hon. HOWARD P. ‘‘BUCK’’ MCKEON, 
Chairman, Committee on Education and the 

Workforce, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter concerning H.R. 282, the Iran Freedom 
Support Act. I concur with your assessment 
that Section 206 of the bill, as ordered re-
ported by the Committee on International 
Relations, which deals with United States 
Pension Plans, falls within the Rule X juris-
diction of the Committee on Education and 
Workforce—specifically Section 206(e), which 
requires certain disclosures by managers of 
private pension plans. In addition, the 
Senses of Congress contained in Sections 206 
(c) and (d), urging private pension plan man-
agers to take certain actions, are also within 
the jurisdiction of your Committee. 

I thank you for your agreement to support 
moving this important legislation forward. 
Based on our discussions, this Committee 

will remove Section 206(e) from the bill, 
modify Sections 206 (c) and (d), and add lan-
guage recognizing the fiduciary duties of 
pension plan managers. I appreciate your 
willingness to forgo seeking a sequential re-
ferral of this legislation. I understand your 
willingness to do so does not in any way 
prejudice the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce’s jurisdictional interest and 
prerogatives on these provisions or any other 
similar legislation and will not be considered 
as precedent for consideration of matters of 
jurisdictional interest to your Committee in 
the future. Should these or similar provi-
sions be considered in a conference with the 
Senate, I will urge the Speaker to appoint 
members of the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce to the conference committee. 

As you requested, I will include a copy of 
our exchange of letters in the Committee Re-
port on H.R. 282 and in the Congressional 
Record during the consideration of this bill. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY J. HYDE, 

Chairman. 
Mr. CARDIN. Madam Speaker, I rise in 

strong support of H.R. 282, the Iran Freedom 
Support Act. This bill strengthens U.S. sanc-
tions on Iran, and requires that they remain in 
place until Iran has dismantled its chemical, 
biological, and nuclear weapons programs. 

Iran is actively seeking weapons of mass 
destruction, which poses a threat to the na-
tional security of the United States and to the 
world. Iran has repeatedly violated its obliga-
tions to the international community, specifi-
cally the 1973 Safeguards Agreement with the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). In 
2002 the world learned that Iran was illegally 
continuing to develop a secret nuclear pro-
gram, which has led to years of negotiations 
with the international community. Last August, 
however, the Iranian government resumed its 
conversion of uranium. In February the IAEA 
voted 27 to 3 to report Iran to the United Na-
tions Security Council for further action. In 
March the U.N. Security Council directed Iran 
to its nuclear activities. Iran defied the United 
Nations, and made an announcement that it 
had enriched uranium to reactor-grade levels, 
which is a precursor to the development of a 
nuclear bomb. This week the U.N. Security 
Council is meeting to evaluate Iran’s behavior, 
and I urge the Security Council to use all the 
tools at its disposal to pressure Iran to meet 
its commitments to the IAEA. 

I am pleased that the legislation today es-
tablishes mandatory sanctions for contribu-
tions to development of weapons, limits the 
President’s flexibility to waive sanctions, au-
thorizes funding to promote democracy activi-
ties in Iran, and supports efforts to strengthen 
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. Finally, 
this bill eliminates the sunset of sanctions 
against Iran, and requires them to remain in 
place until the President certifies that Iran has 
dismantled its WMD programs. 

I am pleased that the United States has 
continued to work closely with the international 
community—including the European Union, 
Russia, and China—on this urgent matter. I 
urge the President to keep Congress fully and 
current informed on this matter, as called for 
in this resolution. I urge the international com-
munity to impose economic sanctions de-
signed to deny Iran the ability to develop nu-
clear weapons. 

We cannot allow a rogue nation such as 
Iran to obtain nuclear weapons. Iran has ac-
tively supported terrorist groups, such as 
Hezbollah in Lebanon and Palestinian Islamic 
Jihad. Iran has funded suicide bombers in 
Israel and militant organizations elsewhere. 

Many of these terrorist groups are seeking 
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) so that 
they can kill or injure thousands or even mil-
lions of people. The Iranian President has 
publicly expressed his hope for a world with-
out America, his desire to wipe Israel off the 
map, and has denied the existence of the Hol-
ocaust. 

Ms. LEE. Madam Speaker, although not a 
perfect bill, I plan to support H.R. 282 based 
on several important decisions I authored and 
that were included in the committee-passed 
bill. First, and most importantly, this bill in-
cludes my language explicitly stating that this 
bill in no way constitutes an authorization to 
use military force against Iran. Additionally, it 
includes my provision clarifying that none of 
the funds authorized for democracy promotion 
should be used to fund destabilizing activities 
against Iran. Moreover, in the report accom-
panying this legislation, I was able to include 
language aimed at ensuring that none of the 
funds authorized in this legislation are chan-
neled to democracy promotion organizations 
that may in turn bankroll covert action against 
Iran. 

My vote today in no way detracts from my 
vigilance regarding this administration and its 
reported interest in another preemptive 
strike—this time against Iran. I have and will 
continue to strongly oppose the so-called doc-
trine of preemption and believe we must en-
gage Iran in smart and tough diplomacy re-
garding its nuclear programs. 

Mr. FARR. Madam Speaker, I am very con-
cerned about Iran’s nuclear power program. I 
am extremely opposed to any attempts by the 
Administration to preemptively strike Iran. We 
must work multilaterally to bring Iran back to 
the negotiation table and into compliance with 
the Nonproliferation Treaty. 

While the government of Iran continues to 
defy international pressure to conform to the 
NPT, unilateral military action against Iran is 
not the solution. The repercussions and unin-
tended consequences of a U.S. military attack 
on Iran are terrifying to contemplate. I person-
ally do not believe that a military strike on Iran 
would advance U.S. or regional security. I am 
afraid it could create a backlash against the 
U.S. that would be a more serious threat than 
a nuclear Iran. Congress has the constitutional 
responsibility to debate the commitment of 
troops or military action, and the obligation to 
the American people to have an up or down 
vote before the Administration takes any steps 
towards military engagement. 

The solution to the Iranian problem lies in 
diplomacy. The Administration needs to work 
with other members of the U.N. Security 
Council and gain a strong coalition of support 
for a diplomatic solution. I urge my colleagues 
to join me in calling on the Administration to 
find peaceful means of ensuring Iran’s compli-
ance with the NPT. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of Iran Freedom Support Act, 
H.R. 282. I am a cosponsor of this important 
legislation because I remain deeply troubled 
by the current regime and situation in Iran. 

It is long past time for the House to address 
the security challenge posed to the world com-
munity and our allies in the Middle East by the 
current regime in Iran. The hateful and threat-
ening comments made by the President of 
Iran against Israel cannot be tolerated. Fur-
ther, the provocative actions taken by Iran to 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:52 Apr 27, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A26AP7.038 H26APPT1cp
ric

e-
se

w
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

62
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1773 April 26, 2006 
further their nuclear weapons program must 
be stopped. A nuclear Iran would destabilize 
the region and threaten the United States and 
our allies. We must use every tool at our dis-
posal today to end Iran’s nuclear ambitions. 
Iran must change its way. 

This important legislation would codify bilat-
eral U.S. sanctions against Iran and strength-
ens third-party sanctions through amendments 
to the Iran-Libya Sanctions Act. H.R. 282 
would make the removal of these sanctions 
contingent upon a Presidential certification that 
Iran no longer poses a threat to the national 
security of the United States, its interests, or 
allies. It would also require the Administration 
to report to Congress on countries cooperating 
(or not) with U.S. efforts to forge a multilateral 
Iran sanctions regime. The bill would also pro-
vide U.S. assistance to pro-democracy groups 
in Iran and to independent broadcasts into 
Iran from abroad. 

I was troubled when I read the recent re-
ports about the Administration seriously con-
sidering a nuclear attack on Iran. While I 
strongly oppose Iran’s efforts to create a nu-
clear weapons program, it would be uncon-
scionable to use nuclear weapons in an at-
tempt to eliminate their program. The Presi-
dent must reassure the world that America re-
mains a responsible world power. He must 
state unambiguously that the United States 
will never use nuclear weapons in a first strike 
against Iran or any other sovereign nation. 

H.R. 282 is in keeping with United States 
priorities to address the multiple threats posed 
by the Iranian regime, as well as with our goal 
to bring peace and stability the people of the 
Middle East. I support this important legisla-
tion. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to include the following article, 
which I referenced on the floor, in the RECORD 
of the debate on H.R. 282, the ‘‘Iran Freedom 
Support Act.’’ 

[From the Asia Times, March 30, 2006] 
NEO-CON CABAL BLOCKED 2003 NUCLEAR TALKS 

(By Gareth Porter) 
WASHINGTON.—The George W. Bush admin-

istration failed to enter into negotiations 
with Iran on its nuclear program in May 2003 
because neo-conservatives who advocated de-
stabilization and regime change were able to 
block any serious diplomatic engagement 
with Tehran, according to former adminis-
tration officials. 

The same neo-conservative veto power also 
prevented the administration from adopting 
any official policy statement on Iran, those 
same officials said. 

Lawrence Wilkerson, then chief of staff to 
secretary of state Colin Powell, said the fail-
ure to adopt a formal Iran policy in 2002–03 
was the result of obstruction by a ‘‘secret 
cabal’’ of neo-conservatives in the adminis-
tration, led by Vice President Dick Cheney. 

‘‘The secret cabal got what it wanted: no 
negotiations with Tehran,’’ Wilkerson wrote 
in an e-mail to Inter Press Service (IPS). The 
Iranian negotiating offer, transmitted to the 
State Department in early May 2003 by the 
Swiss ambassador in Tehran, acknowledged 
that Iran would have to address U.S. con-
cerns about its nuclear program, although it 
made no specific concession in advance of 
the talks, according to Flynt Leverett, then 
the National Security Council’s senior direc-
tor for Middle East Affairs. 

Iran’s offer also raised the possibility of 
cutting off Iran’s support for Hamas and Is-
lamic Jihad and converting Hezbollah into a 
purely socio-political organization, accord-

ing to Leverett. That was an explicit re-
sponse to Powell’s demand in late March 
that Iran ‘‘end its support for terrorism’’. 

In return, Leverett recalls, the Iranians 
wanted the U.S. to address security ques-
tions, the lifting of economic sanctions and 
normalization of relations, including support 
for Iran’s integration into the global eco-
nomic order. 

Leverett also recalls that the Iranian offer 
was drafted with the blessing of all the 
major political players in the Iranian re-
gime, including Supreme Leader Ayatollah 
Ali Khomeini. 

Realists, led by Powell and his deputy, 
Richard Armitage, were inclined to respond 
positively to the Iranian offer. Nevertheless, 
within a few days of its receipt, the State 
Department had rebuked the Swiss ambas-
sador for having passed on the offer. 

Exactly how the decision was made is not 
known. ‘‘As with many of these issues of na-
tional security decision-making, there are 
no fingerprints,’’ Wilkerson told IPS. ‘‘But I 
would guess Dick Cheney with the blessing 
of George W. Bush.’’ 

As Wilkerson observes, however, the mys-
terious death of what became known among 
Iran specialists as Iran’s ‘‘grand bargain’’ 
initiative was a result of the administra-
tion’s inability to agree on a policy toward 
Tehran. 

A draft National Security Policy Directive 
(NSPD) on Iran calling for diplomatic en-
gagement had been in the process of inter-
agency coordination for more than a year, 
according to a source who asked to remain 
unidentified. 

But it was impossible to get formal agree-
ment on the NSPD, the source recalled, be-
cause officials in Cheney’s office and in 
under secretary of defense for policy Douglas 
Feith’s Office of Special Plans wanted a pol-
icy of regime change and kept trying to 
amend it. 

Opponents of the neo-conservative policy 
line blame Condoleezza Rice, then the na-
tional security adviser, for the failure of the 
administration to override the extremists in 
the administration. The statutory policy-
maker process on Iran, Wilkerson told IPS in 
an e-mail, was ‘‘managed by a national secu-
rity adviser incapable of standing up to the 
cabal . . .’’ 

In the absence of an Iran policy, the two 
contending camps struggled in 2003 over a 
proposal by realists in the administration to 
reopen the Geneva channel with Iran that 
had been used successfully on Afghanistan in 
2001–02. They believed Iran could be helpful 
in stabilizing postconflict Iraq, because the 
Iraqi Shi’ite militants whom they expected 
to return from Iran after Saddam Hussein’s 
overthrow owed some degree of allegiance to 
Iran. 

The neo-conservatives tried to block those 
meetings on tactical policy grounds, accord-
ing to Leverett. ‘‘They were saying we didn’t 
want to engage with Iran because we didn’t 
want to owe them,’’ he recalled. 

Nevertheless, U.S. ambassador to Afghani-
stan Zalmay Khalilzad (now envoy in Iraq) 
was authorized to begin meeting secretly in 
Geneva with Iranian officials to discuss Iraq. 
The neo-conservatives then tried to sandbag 
the talks by introducing a demand for full 
information on any high-ranking al-Oaeda 
cadres who might be detained by the Ira-
nians. 

Iran regarded that information as a bar-
gaining chip to be given up only for a quid 
pro quo from Washington. The Bush adminis-
tration, however, had adopted a policy in 
early 2002 of refusing to share any informa-
tion with Iran on al-Oaeda or other terrorist 
organizations. 

On May 3,2003, as the Iranian ‘‘grand bar-
gain’’ proposal was on its way to Wash-

ington, Tehran’s representative in Geneva, 
Javad Zarif, offered a compromise on the 
issue, according to Leverett: if the U.S. gave 
Iran the names of the cadres of the 
Mujahideen-e Khalq (MEK) who were being 
held by U.S. forces in Iraq, Iran would give 
the U.S. the names of the al-Oaeda 
operatives they had detained. 

The MEK had carried out armed attacks 
against Iran from Iraqi territory during the 
Hussein regime and had been named a ter-
rorist organization by the U.S. But it had 
capitulated to U.S. forces after the invasion, 
and the neo-conservatives now saw the MEK 
as a potential asset in an effort to destabilize 
the Iranian regime. 

The MEK had already become a key ele-
ment in the alternative draft NSPD drawn 
up by neo-conservatives in the administra-
tion. 

The indictment of Iran analyst Larry 
Franklin on Feith’s staff last year revealed 
that, by February 2003, Franklin had begun 
sharing a draft NSPD that he knew would be 
to the liking of the Israeli Embassy. 

(Franklin eventually pleaded guilty to 
passing classified information to two em-
ployees of an influential pro-Israel lobbying 
group and was sentenced to 12 and a half 
years in prison.) 

Reflecting the substance of that draft pol-
icy, ABC News reported on May 30, 2003, that 
the Pentagon was calling for the destabiliza-
tion of the Iranian government by ‘‘using all 
available points of pressure on the Iranian 
regime, including backing armed Iranian dis-
sidents and employing the services of the 
Mujahideen-e Khalq . . .’’ 

Nevertheless, Bush apparently initially 
saw nothing wrong with trading information 
on MEK, despite arguments that MEK should 
not be repatriated to Iran. ‘‘I have it on good 
authority,’’ Leverett told IPS, ‘‘that Bush’s 
initial reaction was, ‘But we say there is no 
such thing as a good terrorist.’ ’’ Neverthe-
less, Bush finally rejected the Iranian pro-
posal. 

By the end of May, the neo-conservatives 
had succeeded in closing down the Geneva 
channel for good. They had hoped to push 
through their own NSPD on Iran, but accord-
ing to the Franklin indictment, Franklin 
told an Israeli Embassy officer in October 
that work on the NSPD had been stopped. 

But the damage had been done. With no di-
rect diplomatic contact between Iran and the 
U.S., the neo-conservatives had a clear path 
to raising tensions and building political 
support for regarding Iran as the primary 
enemy of the United States. 

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. Madam 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of the Iran 
Freedom Support Act. 

Iran’s continued pursuit of nuclear weapons, 
support for international terrorist organizations, 
and abhorrent human rights practices pose 
one of the greatest threats to global security. 

Further, the Iranian government has made 
clear its intentions toward the United States. 
Six months ago, Iranian President Mahmoud 
Ahmadinejad stated that a world without the 
United States is a ‘‘possible goal and slogan’’. 
This is not a veiled threat and we must take 
him seriously. 

Our greatest responsibility is the safety and 
security of the American people. As such, we 
must employ every option at our disposal to 
ensure that Mr. Ahmadinejad’s stated goals 
remain unattainable. 

The Iran Freedom Support Act takes a re-
sponsible and sensible approach—tightening 
and codifying economic sanctions against the 
Iranian regime. It will hinder Iran’s ability to ac-
quire nuclear weapons and fund terrorist 
groups and it will send a clear signal to the 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:08 Apr 27, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00029 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A26AP7.019 H26APPT1cp
ric

e-
se

w
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

62
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1774 April 26, 2006 
Iranian regime that it will be held accountable 
for its threatening behavior. 

The United States must also continue to 
push the United Nations Security Council for 
strong action to thwart Iran’s nuclear ambi-
tions. In the meantime, it is our job to take 
meaningful steps to eliminate the threats 
posed by Iran. And that is why I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill. 

Miss. MCMORRIS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 282, the Iran Free-
dom Support Act. I applaud this bi-partisan ef-
fort by Congress to address the increasing 
threat posed to our country and world by Iran. 

Many defense experts have predicted that 
we face no greater threat from a single coun-
try than from Iran. Iran’s leaders, including Ira-
nian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, have 
continuously called for the destruction of 
Israel, rejected overtures from the world com-
munity, including the United Nations, sup-
ported international terrorism, and continued to 
advance their nuclear program with the an-
nouncement on April 11 that Iran had suc-
cessfully enriched fuel-grade uranium. 

All of these actions are unacceptable. We 
would be remiss to ignore a country that peril-
ously threatens our allies and the security of 
the world while simultaneously seeking to ad-
vance its unsupervised nuclear capabilities. 
We must not allow Iran to bully the world or 
our allies or fail to show Iran that we will take 
their irresponsible and careless behavior seri-
ously. 

H.R. 282 will help support democracy while 
taking a firm stance against the radical and 
reckless leaders of Iran and those that would 
support them. At this time, supporting democ-
racy in Iran is an important ingredient to re-
solving this situation peacefully. One of my top 
priorities in Congress is to ensure our national 
security, and I support H.R. 282 as an impor-
tant step in combating the rising risk of Iran. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
in reluctant opposition to H.R. 282, the Iran 
sanction bill. If this bill was only about impos-
ing targeted sanctions against the Iranian re-
gime, or companies and countries who invest 
in Iran, I could support it. In fact, I voted in 
favor of the original Iran sanctions bill when it 
was approved in 1996, and I voted to extend 
the bill when it came up for renewal in 2001. 

Unfortunately, the bill on the floor today 
does not just extend or expand sanctions 
against Iran and those doing business with 
that country; it also establishes a U.S. policy 
in favor of regime change in Iran. Therefore, 
I am extremely concerned that H.R. 282 is the 
first step in taking our country down the same 
misguided path that was taken with Iraq. The 
Iranian exile groups that would likely benefit 
from the provisions in this bill to support 
groups seeking regime change in Iran eerily 
echo Ahmad Chalabi’s Iraqi National Con-
gress. You may recall that Chalabi’s INC 
worked with the Bush administration to mis-
lead Congress and the American people about 
Iraq’s supposed weapons of mass destruction 
in order to gain support for toppling Saddam 
Hussein using U.S. forces. 

It is my hope that as this bill continues 
through the legislative process, it will be 
amended to focus on sanctions and diplomacy 
rather than U.S. sponsored regime change. I 
believe that sanctions should be targeted at 
foreign investment in Iran, which would force 
Iranian leaders to choose between a growing 
economy and their desire for nuclear weap-

ons. Sanctions could also be targeted at Iran’s 
leaders by freezing their assets and imposing 
travel bans. Targeted sanctions can ratchet up 
the pressure on Iran’s leaders without harming 
or alienating the Iranian people. 

Mr. SHAYS. Madam Speaker, when Iran will 
have a nuclear weapon is not the right ques-
tion. Rather, we need to focus on when Iran 
will have the indigenous capability to produce 
nuclear fissile materials. This is the point of no 
return and should be our benchmark regarding 
the urgency of addressing Iran’s behavior. 

It is an undisputed fact Iran is pursuing nu-
clear capabilities. It is a fact Iran is the world’s 
must egregious exporter of terrorism. And we 
all heard for ourselves when Iran’s president 
threatened to ‘‘wipe Israel off the map’’ and 
when Ayatollah Khamenei, just yesterday, told 
another one of the world’s worst human rights 
abusers, Sudan, that Iran would gladly transfer 
nuclear technology. When one considers 
these points together, it becomes clear how 
important it is we act today. 

Some residents of Connecticut’s Fourth 
Congressional district have already expressed 
concern to me about the United States’ con-
sideration of the use of force against Iran to 
eliminate its nuclear weapons program and 
end its state support of terrorism. Such action, 
while not off the table, must be an absolute 
last resort. That is why it is so critical our gov-
ernment utilize the tools at our disposal includ-
ing economic and diplomatic sanctions and 
the appropriate distribution of foreign aid as 
suggested in this bill, to deter the threat Iran 
poses to global security. It is also appropriate 
for us impose pressure on the other nations of 
the world who prop up the Iranian government 
and the extremists at its helm by investing 
heavily in that nation. 

While I understand the concern the Adminis-
tration has expressed that by passing this bill 
we are tying its hands to conduct foreign pol-
icy, I would be more sympathetic if it were 
doing more to enforce the laws Congress has 
already passed. 

The International Relations Committee 
states in the report accompanying this legisla-
tion that, ‘‘the laws which have been enacted, 
as enforced, and other steps taken by current 
and past Administrations, have proven inad-
equate . . . Specifically with respect to ILSA, 
the Committee is deeply dismayed that the 
current Administration, like the prior Adminis-
tration, has not acted to sanction a single en-
terprise for investing in Iran, but has delayed 
its decisions on ‘alleged’ investments well past 
the point of failing the ‘laugh test.’ ’’ 

Given the extreme rhetoric of Iranian Presi-
dent Ahmadinejad, I do not expect this legisla-
tion will bring an immediate change to Iran’s 
aggressive and ill-advised march to acquire 
nuclear capabilities. It does send an important 
message, however, that the United States will 
not stand by as Iran pursues its nuclear ambi-
tions and threatens international security. 

The bottom line is, in defiance of its assur-
ances to the contrary, Iran remains committed 
to a nuclear weapons program. The United 
States must be unequivocal in its rejection of 
these ambitions. 

I urge support of this legislation and appre-
ciate the leadership of Chairman HYDE and 
Ranking Member LANTOS to bring it to the 
floor today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 

PENCE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 282, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this question will be 
postponed. 

f 

b 1245 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5020, INTELLIGENCE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2007 

Mr. PUTNAM. Madam Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 774 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 774 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5020) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 2007 for 
intelligence and intelligence-related activi-
ties of the United States Government, the 
Community Management Account, and the 
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and 
Disability System, and for other purposes. 
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence. After general debate 
the bill shall be considered for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in 
order to consider as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment under the five-minute 
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence now printed 
in the bill. The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute shall be considered as 
read. All points of order against the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute are waived. Notwithstanding clause 
11 of rule XVIII, no amendment to the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be in order except those printed 
in the report of the Committee on Rules ac-
companying this resolution. Each such 
amendment may be offered only in the order 
printed in the report, may be offered only by 
a Member designated in the report, shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the 
Committee of the Whole. All points of order 
against such amendments are waived. At the 
conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the 
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