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You had cartels that were willing to pay
kickbacks but would also bid up the price of
goods, said Ali Allawali, a former World Bank
official who is now interim Iraqi trade min-
ister. You had rings involved in supplying
shoddy goods. You had a system of payoffs to
the bourgeoisie and royalty of nearby coun-
tries.

Everybody was feeding off the carcass of
what was Irag.

The UN Security Council first imposed a
trade embargo on lIragq on Aug. 9, 1990, one
week after Saddam’s invasion of Kuwait. It
has kept in place after the Gulf war in 1991,
with the provision that sanctions would be
lifted after Iraq destroyed its unconventional
weapons and ended its weapons program.

But as living conditions deteriorated, the
council made several offers to let Iraq export
limited quantities of oil to buy food and
medicine. The two sides agreed on a mecha-
nism only in 1966.

In 1999, Iraq was permitted to sell as much
oil as it wanted, with the proceeds going into
an escrow account at Banque Nationale de
Paris, supervised by the United Nations. The
new rules also allowed Irag to sign its own
contracts for billions of dollars in imported
goods.

As ministry officials and government docu-
ments portrayed it, the oil-for-food program
quickly evolved into an open bazaar of pay-
offs, favoritism and kickbacks.

The kickback scheme worked, they said,
because the payoffs could be included in oth-
erwise legitimate supply contracts nego-
tiated directly by the former government
and then transferred to Iraq once the United
Nations released funds to pay the suppliers.

We’d accept the low bid and say to the sup-
plier, ““Give us another 10 percent” said
Faleh Khawaji, an Oil Ministry official who
used to supervise the contracting for spare
parts and maintenance equipment. ‘“So that
was added to the contract. If the bid was for
$1 million, for example, we would tell the
supplier to make it $1.1 million.”

The contract would then be sent to the
U.N. sanctions committee, which was sup-
posed to review contracts with an eye only
to preventing Iraqg from acquiring items that
might have military uses. The kickbacks
were paid into lrag’s accounts, and des-
ignated ministry employees withdrew the
cash and brought it to Baghdad on a regular
basis, according to Khawaji and Iraqgi finan-
cial records.

U.S. and European investigators said they
were trying to determine whether the banks
knew they were being used for illegal finan-
cial dealings with Iraqg.

Under the oil-for-food program rules, the
United Nations’ oil overseers had to certify
that Irag was selling its crude oil at fair
value. Until the overseers changed the pric-
ing formula in late 2001, Iraqg’s oil sold at a
discount compared with similar oil from
other producers.

At the same time, Oil Ministry officials
said, purchasers of Iraqi oil were required to
pay a surcharge, either in cash or by trans-
ferring money into Iraqi accounts in foreign
banks.

When oil companies complained to the
United Nations about the per- barrel sur-
charges, Iraq levied higher charges on ships
loading at its port.

When Dr. Khidr Abbas became lIrag’s In-
terim minister of health 6 months ago, he
discovered some of the effects of Saddam’s
political manipulation of the oil-for-food
program.

After a review of the ministry’s spending,
he said, he canceled $250 million worth of
contracts with companies he believed were
fronts for the former government or got con-
tracts only because they were from countries
friendly to Saddam.
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BUSH’S ““GRAND STRATEGY’’—OVERLOOKED BY
LIBERAL HISTORIANS
(By Bill Sammon)

An influential Democratic historian has
credited President Bush with instituting one
of only three ‘“‘grand strategies” in the his-
tory of U.S. foreign policy by trading in the
doctrine of containment for pre-emption.

John Lewis Gaddis of Yale said his fellow
historians have not paid sufficient attention
to the importance of Mr. Bush’s sweeping
overhaul of U.S. foreign policy because they
are blinded by their liberal bias.

He also accused former President Bill Clin-
ton of failing to adequately address global
threats that gathered on his watch.

“The Bush team really did, in a moment of
crisis, come up with a very important state-
ment on grand strategy, which has not been
taken as seriously as it should have been
taken, particularly within the academic
community,” Mr. Gaddis said in an inter-
view.

The eminent Cold War historian makes his
argument in the new book called “‘Surprise,
Security and the American Experience,”
published by Harvard University Press,
which has caught the attention of National
Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice and other
White House advisers.

It also has earned the derision of Sen. John
Kerry’s presidential campaign.

“There’s nothing visionary about a reck-
less, arrogant and rigidly ideological foreign
policy that’s lost America influence and co-
operation in the world to win the war on ter-
ror,”” said David Wade, a spokesman for the
Massachusetts Democrat.

Mr. Gaddis writes that America’s three
grand strategies were instituted by Mr.
Bush, John Quincy Adams and Franklin
Delano Roosevelt. All three strategies were
prompted by rare, catastrophic attacks on
America by foreign enemies.

In 1814, after the British burned the White
House, Adams, then secretary of state, re-
solved to secure America through pre-
emptive continental expansion, a grand
strategy that endured for a century.

After the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor
prompted the United States to lead the Al-
lies to victory in World War 11, Roosevelt
and his successors as president went about
securing America through a grand strategy
that came to be known as containment of
communism. But that strategy became obso-
lete when the Cold War ended shortly before
Mr. Clinton took office.

“The Clinton administration was some-
what like the Harding and Coolidge adminis-
tration after World War 1,”” Mr. Gaddis said.
“There was the sense that the war had been
won, the fundamental processes in world pol-
itics were favorable to us, and therefore you
could just kind of sit back and let them
run.”

But these processes of globalization and
self-determination during the Clinton ad-
ministration did nothing to stop terrorists
from using minimal resources to inflict mas-
sive death and destruction against the
United States and its interests.

The former president did not act decisively
to head off this gathering threat, Mr. Gaddis
said.

“It just seems to me that any good strate-
gist would be unwise to sit back and assume
that things are going our way,” he said.
“You ought to be thinking through how
what appear to be favorable trends can
produce backlashes.”

Such a backlash occurred on September 11,
2001, necessitating a new grand strategy,
which was implemented by Mr. Bush.

The strategy included pre-emptive attacks
on enemies such as Iraq that had the poten-
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tial to use weapons of mass destruction, an
aggressive push to democratize the Middle
East and an unwillingness to be constrained
by international organizations such as the
United Nations.

Although Mr. Gaddis faults the president
for not gathering sufficient international
support before the invasion of Irag and un-
derestimating the challenges of postwar
Iraq, the professor supported Operation lIraqi
Freedom.

Many other academics opposed the war,
making them reluctant to credit the presi-
dent for a change in U.S. foreign policy that
could very well endure for the next half-cen-
tury, Mr. Gaddis said.

“The academic world is of course predomi-
nantly liberal, predominately Democratic, so
there is a predisposition to be less critical of
a Democratic administration than there is a
Republican administration,” he said.

Mr. Gaddis, who described himself as a
“‘very long-term, disillusioned Democrat who
still has hope for the Democratic Party,”
disputed the liberal stereotype of the presi-
dent as a lightweight.

“There certainly has been a tendency to
underestimate Bush himself and to view him
in the way that Reagan was viewed when he
first came in—as being a cipher, manipulated
by his own advisers,”” he added. ‘““That turned
out not to be true of Reagan, and it’s turning
out not to be true of Bush as well.”

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
IssA). The Chair would remind all
Members not to make personally offen-
sive references to Members of the Sen-
ate, even if not by name but by infer-
ence, including candidates for Presi-
dent.

———

WESTERN UNITED STATES STU-
DENTS ARE TREATED UNFAIRLY
BECAUSE OF LARGE PORTIONS
OF LAND OWNED BY FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. BISHOP) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, |
wish to present a situation to the body
that is somewhat unique which we in
the West will be talking about in great-
er detail and more frequently as time
goes on. | feel competent in being able
to address this issue, because before |
joined this august body | spent 16 years
in the Utah legislature as Speaker at
the end; but all 16 years | was a mem-
ber of the Public Education Finance
Committee, or Appropriations Com-
mittee. | also, as | have frequently
mentioned on this floor, served for 28
years as a high school teacher before |
joined this group. Even though | recog-
nize that money does not equal edu-
cation excellence and we can do many
things to improve our education sys-
tem without money, at some time, we
still have to build schools, and teachers
at some time still have to eat.

So | wish to present before the body
three factual phenomena of which my
colleagues may not be aware. First of
all, the fastest growth in the student
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population happens to be in the States
of the Mountain and Pacific time
zones. Twelve of the 15 fastest growing
States are in the West. In the West we
have an average growth in our student
population of 7 percent, where in the
East, the average growth is a negative
2.6 percent. Ten of the 13 States with
the highest teacher-student ratio are
also in the West. And as the map that
I am looking at right now shows, as far
as growth in expenditures per pupil, 12
of the 15 slowest-growth States also
happen to be in the West. The amount
of money increased to public education
for funding of students in the East was
57 percent. In the States of the West, it
was half of that, at only a 27 percent
rate.

Now, the question we should ask is,
Why are these red States in here that
are all encompassed in the West, why
are they growing so slowly? It is not
because we are not taxing our people.
Indeed, the tax rate for both local and
State governments in the West is actu-
ally higher than what it is in the East.
It is not because we are not trying to
present our portion of the budget for
education. In my State of Utah, 42 per-
cent of the budget goes to public edu-
cation. If we add higher education,
then it is up to almost 65 percent of the
budget.

The reason for it is very simple, and
it deals with this particular chart.
What it means is that land and prop-
erty tax driven by land propel local
governments and school funding, and
also income brought from property pro-
pels local government and school fund-
ing. The bottom line is, as we look at
this map, the West land is taken from
and controlled by the Federal Govern-
ment. The blue areas within each of
these States represent the portion of
that State which is controlled by the
Federal Government; and thus, the
land is taken off the property tax rolls.

The State of Maine has a whopping .8
percent controlled by the Federal Gov-
ernment. New York has .3 percent. The
large State of Texas, and it was smart
when it became a State because they
kept their own debt, but they also con-
trol their own land, only 1.5 percent is
controlled by the Federal Government.
But of the States in the West, every
one of them has at least 25 percent of
their land controlled by the Federal
Government, and the States with over
half of their land controlled by the
Federal Government are, once again,
all found in the West. The States of
California and Arizona, Wyoming have
40 percent of their land controlled by
the Federal Government. Oregon is 50
percent. ldaho and Alaska are 62 per-
cent. My State is 65 percent, and 83
percent of Nevada is owned and con-
trolled by the Federal Government and
off the tax rolls. On average, 52 percent
of the West is owned by the Federal
Government compared to only 4 per-
cent of the East.

Now, the bottom line for that means
we simply do not have the resources to
fund our education system accurately
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and we are falling behind other States,
and it is an unfortunate concept. There
are several different ways in which
that happens.

When these States were entered into
the Union, there was an enabling act
which provided for this unfairness to be
rectified. That has yet to take place, as
the Federal Government has changed
its policies towards land, and we are
now talking about an amount of land
that has a value of close to $14 trillion.
Secondly, no property tax can be gen-
erated from those lands. If we average
the acreage at merely $500 per acre and
compare that with the tax rate that
this land could have generated, these
Western States should have been gener-
ating $4 billion, which could be used to
fund education in the West.

Now, the Federal Government recog-
nizes that because we have a program
called PILT, Payment in Lieu of Taxes,
in which the Federal Government will
compensate Western States. The prob-
lem is, what happened in the year 2001,
this land should have generated $4.2
billion. The Federal Government com-
pensated these States to the tune of
$165 million in the PILT program, and
all of this money is going to govern-
ments that were local and, once again,
not to education.

The bottom line, Mr. Speaker, as we
will be talking about at some time in
the future is students in the West
should be afforded an equal, an equal
education opportunity, and they are
not. This land is controlled by all of us,
and we are saying all of us should be
paying for the benefit, because stu-
dents in the West are still being dis-
proportionately affected unfairly.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. CONYERS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. CHOCOLA) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. CHOCOLA addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

—

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. KUCINICH addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
IRAN—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 108-173)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations and ordered
to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, | have sent the enclosed notice,
stating that the Iran emergency is to
continue in effect beyond March 15,
2004, to the Federal Register for publi-
cation. The most recent notice con-
tinuing this emergency was published
in the Federal Register on March 14,
2003 (68 Fed. Reg. 12563).

The crisis between the United States
and Iran constituted by the actions and
policies of the Government of Iran, in-
cluding its support for international
terrorism, efforts to undermine Middle
East peace, and acquisition of weapons
of mass destruction and the means to
deliver them, that led to the declara-
tion of a national emergency on March
15, 1995, has not been resolved. These
actions and policies are contrary to the
interests of the United States in the re-
gion and pose a continuing unusual and
extraordinary threat to the national
security, foreign policy, and economy
of the United States. For these rea-
sons, | have determined that it is nec-
essary to continue the national emer-
gency declared with respect to Iran and
maintain in force comprehensive sec-
tions against Iran to respond to this
threat.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUsSE, March 10, 2004.

———————

HIGHLIGHTING UNSTEADY BUSH
BUDGET POLICIES RELATING TO
AFRICAN AMERICANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CUMMINGS) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to highlight the unsteady budget
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