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THURSDAY, JULY 14, 2005

Dr. Paul addresses the
House of Representatives

Suicide Terrorism

Mr. Speaker, more than half of the American people now
believe that the Iraqi war has made the U.S. less safe. This is
a dramatic shift in sentiment from two years ago. Early sup-
port for the war reflected a hope for a safer America, and it
was thought to be an appropriate response to the 9/11 at-
tacks. The argument was that the enemy attacked us because
of our freedom, our prosperity, and our way of life. It was
further argued that it was important to engage the potential
terrorists over there rather than here. Many bought this argu-
ment and supported the war. That is now changing.

It is virtually impossible to stop determined suicide
bombers. Understanding why they sacrifice themselves is
crucial to ending what appears to be senseless and irrational.
But there is an explanation.

Like many, I have assumed that the driving force behind
the suicide attacks was Islamic fundamentalism. Promise of
instant entry into paradise as a reward for killing infidels
seemed to explain the suicides, a concept that is foreign to
our way of thinking. The world’s expert on suicide terrorism
has convinced me to rethink this simplistic explanation, that
terrorism is merely an expression of religious extremism and
resentment of a foreign culture.

Robert Pape, author of Dying to Win, explains the stra-
tegic logic of suicide terrorism. Pape has collected a
database of every suicide terrorist attack between 1980 and
2004, all 462 of them. His conclusions are enlightening and
crucial to our understanding the true motivation behind the
attacks against Western nations by Islamic terrorists. After
his exhaustive study, Pape comes to some very important
conclusions.

Religious beliefs are less important than supposed. For
instance, the Tamil Tigers in Sri Lanka, a Marxist secular
group, are the world’s leader in suicide terrorism. The largest
Islamic fundamentalist countries have not been responsible
for any suicide terrorist attack. None have come from Iran or
the Sudan. Until the U.S. invasion of Iraq, Iraq never had a
suicide terrorist attack in all of its history. Between 1995
and 2004, the al Qaeda years, two-thirds of all attacks came
from countries where the U.S. had troops stationed. Iraq’s
suicide missions today are carried out by Iraqi Sunnis and
Saudis. Recall, 15 of the 19 participants in the 9/11 attacks
were Saudis.

The clincher is this: the strongest motivation, according
to Pape, is not religion but rather a desire “to compel modern
democracies to withdraw military forces from the territory
the terrorists view as their homeland.”

The best news is that if stopping suicide terrorism is a
goal we seek, a solution is available to us. Cease the occupation
of foreign lands and the suicide missions will cease.

Between 1982 and 1986, there were 41 suicide terrorist
attacks in Lebanon. Once the U.S., the French, and Israel
withdrew their forces from Lebanon, there were no more
attacks. The reason the attacks stop, according to Pape, is
that the Osama bin Ladens of the world no longer can inspire
potential suicide terrorists despite their continued fanatical
religious beliefs.

Pape is convinced after his extensive research that the
longer and more extensive the occupation of Muslim terri-
tories, the greater the chance of more 9/11-type attacks on
the U.S. He is convinced that the terrorists strategically are
holding off hitting the U.S. at the present time in an effort to
break up the coalition by hitting our European allies. He
claims it is just a matter of time if our policies do not change.

It is time for us to consider a strategic reassessment of
our policy of foreign interventionism, occupation, and
nation-building. It is in our national interest to do so and in
the interest of world peace.



2

WEDNESDAY, JULY 20, 2005

Dr. Paul addresses the House of Representatives

The Republican Congress Wastes
Billions Overseas

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to this foreign
relations authorization bill. Something has gone terribly
wrong with our foreign policy when we feel we must take
almost 21 billion dollars out of the pockets of the Ameri-
can taxpayer and ship it overseas. Imagine what the
Founders of this country would say if they were among us to
see this blatant disregard for the Constitution and for the
founding principles of this country.

This bill proceeds from the view that with enough money
we can buy friends and influence foreign governments. But
as history shows us, we cannot. The trillions of dollars we
have shipped overseas as aid, and to influ-
ence and manipulate political affairs in sov-
ereign countries, has not made life better
for American citizens. It has made them much
poorer without much to show for it, however.

Now we have a Republican-controlled
Congress and White House, and foreign
spending soars. It was not that long ago when
conservatives looked at such cavalier handling
of U.S. tax dollars with consternation. Now it
seems that they are in a race with the Left to
see who can spend more.

What is wrong with this bill?
Let me just mention a few of the most egre-

gious items. In the name of promoting
religious liberty and fighting anti-Semitism
this bill will funnel millions of dollars to the
corrupt Organization for Security and Coop-
eration in Europe (OSCE) and its Office of
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights
(ODIHR). This unaccountable international
organization is at the forefront of the manipulation and
meddling in the internal affairs of other sovereign states, and
has repeatedly dishonored itself through politically-biased
monitoring of foreign elections. The OSCE does not deserve
a penny from the American taxpayer, but this bill will make
sure that the lavishly paid bureaucrats that staff the organi-
zation will be able to maintain their standard of living – at
our expense. With regard to religious liberty, privately funded
voluntary organizations have been shown to be much more
effective in promoting tolerance. This is mainly true because
these are true grassroots organizations with a stake in their
countries and communities, rather than unelected international
bureaucrats imposing politically correct edicts from above.

This bill spends a total of four-and-a half-billion dollars
on various United Nations activities, U.N. peacekeeping, and
U.S. dues to various international organizations. Forcing
the taxpayer to continue to underwrite these organiza-
tions, which do not operate in our best interests, is
unconscionable.

This bill continues to fund organizations such as the
National Endowment for Democracy, which as I have
written before has very little to do with democracy. It is an
organization that uses U.S. tax money to actually subvert
democracy, by showering funding on favored political
parties or movements overseas. It underwrites color-coded
peoples’ revolutions overseas that look more like pages
out of Lenin’s writings on stealing power than genuine
indigenous democratic movements. The NED used Ameri-
can taxpayer dollars to attempt to guarantee that certain
candidates overseas are winners and others are losers in the
electoral processes overseas. What kind of message do we
think this sends to foreign states? The National Endowment

for Democracy should receive no funding at
all, but this bill continues to funnel tens of
millions of dollars to that unaccountable
organization.

I am also very concerned about several of
the amendments to this legislation.

First, the extremely misleading U.N. reform
act was slipped into this bill even though it
was already passed on the floor as a separate
bill. As I have written about this terrible legis-
lation, it will give the United Nations
unprecedented new authority to intervene
in sovereign states.

Second, another amendment will create a
chilling Active Response Corps, to be made
up of U.S. government bureaucrats and mem-
bers of non-governmental organizations. Its
purpose will be to stabilize countries under-
going democratic transition. This means that
as soon as the NED-funded peoples’s revolu-
tionaries are able to seize power in the streets,

U.S.-funded teams will be deployed to make sure they retain
power. All in the name of democracy, of course.

Mr. Speaker, this is a shameful day for the U.S. Con-
gress. We are taking billions out of the pockets of Americans
and sending the money overseas in violation of the Consti-
tution. These are billions that will not be available for
investment inside the United States: investment in infrastruc-
ture, roads, new businesses, education. These are billions
that will not be available to American families, to take care
of their children or senior relatives, or to give to their churches
or favorite charities.

We must not continue to spend money like there is no
tomorrow. We are going broke, and bills like this are like a

…as soon as the
NED-funded
peoples’s
revolutionaries
are able to seize
power in the
streets, U.S.
funded teams
will be deployed
to make sure
they retain
power.
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lead foot on the accelerator toward bankruptcy.

THURSDAY, JULY 21, 2005

Dr. Paul before the U.S. House

Don’t Reauthorize the Patriot Act

Mr. Speaker, the USA PATRIOT Act and Terrorism Pre-
vention Act (H.R. 3199) in no way brings the PATRIOT Act
into compliance with the Constitution or allays concerns that
the powers granted to the government in the
act will be used to abuse the rights of the
people. Much of the discussion surrounding
this bill has revolved around the failure of the
bill to extend the sunset clauses.

However, simply sunsetting troublesome
provisions does not settle the debates around
the PATRIOT Act. If the PATRIOT Act is con-
stitutional and needed, as its proponents swear,
why include sunset provisions at all?

If it is unconstitutional and pernicious,
why not abolish it immediately?

The sunset clauses do perform one useful
service in that they force Congress to regu-
larly re-examine the PATRIOT Act. As the
people’s representatives, it is our responsi-
bility to keep a close eye on the executive
branch to ensure it does not abuse its power.
Even if the claims of H.R. 3199’s supporters
that there have been no abuses of PATRIOT Act powers
under this administration are true, that does not mean that
future administrations will not abuse these powers.

H.R. 3199 continues to violate the Constitution by
allowing searches and seizures of American citizens and their
property without a warrant issued by an independent court
upon a finding of probable cause. The drafters of the Bill
of Rights considered this essential protection against an
overreaching government. For example, Section 215 of the
PATRIOT Act, popularly known as the library provision,
allows Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Courts, whose stan-
dards hardly meet the constitutional requirements of the
Fourth Amendment, to issue warrants for individual records,
including medical and library records. H.R. 3199 does
reform this provision by clarifying that it can be used to
acquire the records of an American citizen only during
terrorist investigations. However, this marginal change fails
to bring the section up to the constitutional standard of prob-
able cause.

Requiring a showing of probable cause before a warrant

may be issued would in no way hamper terrorist investiga-
tions. For one thing, federal authorities still would have nu-
merous tools available to investigate and monitor the activi-
ties of non-citizens suspected of terrorism. Second, restor-
ing the Fourth Amendment protections would in no way in-
terfere with the provisions of the PATRIOT Act that removed
the firewalls that prevented the government’s law enforce-
ment and intelligence agencies from sharing information.

The probable cause requirements will not delay a terrorist
investigation. Preparations can be made for the issuance of a
warrant in the event of an emergency, and allowances can be
made for cases where law enforcement does not have time
to obtain a warrant. In fact, a requirement that law enforce-
ment demonstrate probable cause may help law enforcement

focus their efforts on true threats, thus avoid-
ing the problem of information overload that
is handicapping the government’s efforts to
identify sources of terrorist financing.

The requirement that law enforcement
demonstrate probable cause before a judge
preserves the Founders’ system of checks and
balances that protects against one branch gath-
ering too much power. The Founders recog-
nized that one of the chief dangers to
liberty was the concentration of power in a
few hands, which is why they carefully
divided power among the three branches. I
would remind those of my colleagues who
claim that we must set aside the constitutional
requirements during war that theFounders
were especially concerned about the consoli-
dation of power during times of war and
national emergencies. My colleagues should

also keep in mind that PATRIOT Act powers have already
been used in non-terrorism related cases, most notably in a
bribery investigation in Nevada.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3199 does take some positive steps
toward restoring respect for constitutional liberties and
checks and balances that the original PATRIOT Act stripped
away. However, it still leaves in place large chunks of legis-
lation that threaten individual liberty by giving law enforce-
ment power to snoop into American citizens’ lives without
adequate oversight. This power is unnecessary to effectively
fight terrorism. Therefore, I urge my colleagues to reject
this bill.

[On July 21, 2005, the USA PATRIOT Act and Terrorism
Prevention Act (H.R. 3199) was agreed to in the House by a
vote of 257 “yeas” to 171 “noes.”]

…the Founders
were especially
concerned
about the
consolidation
of power
during times
of war and
national
emergencies.
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Ron Paul’s
Texas Straight Talk

July 4, 2005

Lessons from the Kelo Decision

One week after the Kelo decision by the Supreme Court,
Americans are still reeling from the shock of having our
nation’s highest tribunal endorse using gov-
ernment power to condemn private homes to
benefit a property developer. Even as we cel-
ebrate our independence from England this
July 4th, we find ourselves increasingly en-
slaved by petty bureaucrats at every level of
government. The anger engendered by the Kelo
case certainly resonates on this holiday based
on rebellion against government.

The City of New London, Connecticut, es-
sentially acted as a strongman by seizing pri-
vate property from one group of people for the
benefit of a more powerful private interest. For
its services, the city will be paid a tribute in
the form of greater taxes from the new devel-
opment. In any other context, what’s hap-
pening in Connecticut properly would be
described as criminal. However, the individu-
als losing their homes understand that stealing
is stealing, even if the people responsible are
government officials. The silver lining in the
Kelo case may be that the veneer of govern-
ment benevolence is being challenged.

Kelo has several important lessons for all of us. We are
witnessing the destruction of any last remnants of the
separation of powers doctrine, a doctrine our Founders
considered critical to freedom. The notion that the judicial
branch of government serves as a watchdog to curb legisla-
tive and executive abuses has been entirely exposed as an
illusion. Judges not only fail to defend our freedoms, they
actively infringe upon them by acting as de facto legislators.
Thus Kelo serves as a stark reminder that we cannot rely on
judges to protect our freedoms.

It is folly to believe we will regain lost freedoms if only
the right individuals are appointed to the Supreme Court.
Republican presidents, including conservative icon Ronald
Reagan, have appointed some of our very worst Supreme
Court Justices. In today’s political context, it frankly
matters very little whom President Bush appoints to
replace Justice O’Connor. Even the most promising jurist
can change radically over the course of a lifetime appoint-
ment. We are supposed to be a nation of laws, not men, and
the fixation on individuals as saviors of our freedoms is mis-

placed. America will regain lost freedoms only when her
citizens wake up and reclaim a national sense of self-
reliance, individualism, and limited government. A handful
of judges cannot save a nation from itself.

The Kelo case also demonstrates that local government
can be as tyrannical as centralized government. Decentralized
power is always preferable, of course, since it’s easier to
fight city hall than Congress. But government power is ever
and always dangerous, and must be zealously guarded against.
Most people in New London, Connecticut, like most people

in America, would rather not involve them-
selves in politics. The reality is that politics
involves itself with us whether we like it or
not. We can bury our heads in the sand and
hope that things don’t get too bad, or we can
fight back when government treats us as its
servant rather than its master.

If anything, the Supreme Court should have
refused to hear the Kelo case on the grounds
that the 5th Amendment does not apply to
states. If constitutional purists hope to main-
tain credibility, we must reject the phony
incorporation doctrine in all cases — not
only when it serves our interests. The issue
in the Kelo case is the legality of the eminent
domain action under Connecticut law, not fed-
eral law. Congress can and should act to
prevent the federal government from seizing
private property, but the fight against local
eminent domain actions must take place at the
local level. The people of New London, Con-
necticut, could start by removing from office

the local officials who created the problem in the first place.

We are wit-
nessing the
destruction
of any last
remnants of
the separation
of powers
doctrine, a
doctrine our
Founders con-
sidered critical
to freedom.


