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At some point, we will take a vote. I 
believe the American people will see 
the advantage, the need, to make sure 
the No. 1 priority is our kids in uni-
form, our veterans who come back who 
will be serviced by this very important 
piece of legislation. 

I am committed to Chairman AKAKA 
that once we can dispose of the issue of 
this special pension, I am more than 
willing to vote for the rest of the bill 
because it is a good bill. It brings some 
needed benefits to our veterans. 

It never should have been locked up 
for the length of period this was. But 
make no mistake about it, no matter 
how good a bill is, if you want to struc-
ture it in a way that debate does not 
flourish in the Senate, then we have 
done an injustice to the American peo-
ple. The most deliberative body in the 
world is supposed to be one that you 
are not corralled into agreeing to a cer-
tain amount of time to debate on an 
issue; it is where everybody’s voice is 
heard, it is where every bit of informa-
tion about an issue can be presented. It 
is where charts can display what words 
cannot explain. 

That is what the next several days 
will be about with S. 1315. I am con-
vinced that at the end of this process, 
not only will Members in this body be 
enlightened by what we are able to 
talk about, but the American people 
will be enlightened, and hopefully this 
body will vote, hopefully in the major-
ity way, that the priority, the No. 1 
priority is our men and women in uni-
form when they come home. 

f 

VETERANS BENEFITS 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 2007 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues to support consideration 
of S. 1315, as reported by the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, the pro-
posed Veterans Benefits Enhancement 
Act of 2007. This is a comprehensive 
bill that would improve benefits and 
services for veterans, both young and 
old, and it should be debated and voted 
on. 

I believe that a brief recap of how we 
came to seek cloture on this veterans 
bill would be helpful in assisting my 
colleagues in their deliberation on clo-
ture. 

Last June the committee held a 
markup during which the then-ranking 
member, the Senator from Idaho, of-
fered an amendment that would have 
modified a provision of the bill relating 
to Filipino veterans of World War II. 
This amendment would have reduced 
the amount of pension that Filipino 
veterans residing in the Philippines 
would receive. 

I stress that the amendment was not 
to eliminate pension benefits for these 
veterans from the bill entirely—it was 
merely to reduce the benefit in line 
with what the Senator from Idaho 
viewed as appropriate. I disagreed with 

his assessment and we debated the 
issue. Ultimately, his amendment was 
not adopted. 

As that markup concluded, the Sen-
ator from Idaho noted that he intended 
to bring his amendment regarding the 
pension issue to the floor during con-
sideration of S. 1315, a step I certainly 
understood and accepted. 

The report on S. 1315 was filed in Au-
gust and I expected that it would come 
to the floor in September. However, 
there was an unexpected change in the 
committee’s Republican leadership in 
early September, with the Senator 
from Idaho being replaced by the Sen-
ator from North Carolina. I did not 
push for consideration of S. 1315 while 
the new ranking member took over the 
responsibilities of the position. 

When in October, committee staff 
began, at my direction, to seek agree-
ment for the bill to be brought to the 
floor, those efforts were not successful. 

Later in the fall, despite his sugges-
tion that there was need for debate, the 
former ranking member curiously ob-
jected to my attempt to gain unani-
mous consent to debate the bill. I 
wrote to my colleague in an attempt to 
find a middle ground between the level 
of pension benefits in the bill as re-
ported, and the level that he had 
sought during the June markup. 

On December 13, 2007, I received a let-
ter from the former ranking member 
that indicated that he did not feel that 
we were far apart from finding a com-
promise on the bill, and that he looked 
forward to working with me to gain 
final passage. 

However, my optimism was short- 
lived. On that same day, the majority 
staff received a counteroffer from the 
minority staff, on behalf of the com-
mittee’s new ranking member, the Sen-
ator from North Carolina, which pro-
posed to entirely eliminate pension 
benefits for Filipino veterans residing 
in the Philippines from the bill. 

Shortly thereafter, I was surprised to 
learn that this counteroffer was em-
braced by the committee’s former 
ranking member—rendering his offer to 
negotiate null and void. 

Additional efforts earlier this year to 
find a compromise or, at a minimum, 
to enter into an agreement for debate, 
were again rejected. 

Now, after over 7 months of obstruc-
tion in bringing this bill to the floor, 
we have to resort to a cloture vote on 
the motion to proceed to the bill, an 
action unprecedented in the history of 
the Veterans’ Affairs Committee. 

I am dismayed that, along with the 
Filipino veterans provisions included 
in the bill, a number of other worthy 
provisions have not been enacted be-
cause of obstruction by the minority. 

Among other things, S. 1315, as re-
ported, would: Establish a new program 
of insurance for service-connected vet-
erans; expand eligibility for retroactive 
benefits from traumatic injury protec-

tion coverage under the Servicemem-
bers’ Group Life Insurance program; in-
crease the maximum amount of vet-
erans mortgage life insurance that a 
service-connected disabled veteran 
may purchase; recognize that individ-
uals with severe burn injuries need spe-
cially adapted housing benefits; and ex-
tend for 2 years the monthly edu-
cational assistance allowance for ap-
prenticeship or other on-the-job train-
ing. 

This is by no means a comprehensive 
recitation of the 8 titles and 38 provi-
sions that are in this omnibus legisla-
tion. However, I hope it gives our col-
leagues an overview of the types of 
benefits that servicemembers and vet-
erans stand to gain by passage of this 
legislation. 

I ask our colleagues to vote in favor 
of cloture so as to bring this measure 
to the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican whip. 

f 

SADDAM HUSSEIN AND AL-QAIDA 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, it has been 

commonplace for critics of the war in 
Iraq to minimize, if not actually dis-
miss entirely, the links between Sad-
dam Hussein and terrorists generally 
and al-Qaida specifically. This is part 
of a systematic effort by some, espe-
cially now that there are irrefutable 
signs of progress from the military 
surge in Iraq, to change the narrative 
on the war. Instead of debating the way 
forward, they prefer instead to reliti-
gate the past. In fact, earlier this 
month the distinguished majority lead-
er stated: 

Prior to the invasion of Iraq, there was not 
a terrorist in Iraq. And now, of course, there 
are lots of them. 

It is true that there are a lot of ter-
rorists in Iraq which, of course, is the 
reason why we are still there fighting 
them and need to stay there until they 
are defeated. But it is not true that 
there were no terrorists in Iraq prior to 
our invasion. In fact, Saddam’s ties to 
terrorists are well known and were 
confirmed yet again in a recent report 
commissioned by the Pentagon’s Joint 
Forces Command. This report found 
that Saddam Hussein actively sup-
ported and financed terrorist activities 
during the years he controlled Iraq. 
The report, entitled ‘‘Iraqi Perspec-
tives Project: Saddam and Terrorism: 
Emerging Insights from Captured Iraqi 
Documents,’’ was released on March 13. 
It was the product of the analysis of 
over 600,000 documents captured in Iraq 
since 2003. It concluded that Saddam’s 
security forces and Osama bin Laden’s 
terrorist network ‘‘operated with simi-
lar aims (at least in the short term).’’ 

According to the report: 
Though the execution of Iraqi terror plots 

was not always successful, evidence shows 
that Saddam’s use of terrorist tactics and 
his support for terrorist groups remained 
strong up until the collapse of his regime. 
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The report found that Saddam Hus-

sein worked with several different ter-
rorist groups, including groups with di-
rect ties to al-Qaida. Many were en-
gaged in a jihad against the United 
States and its allies. It wasn’t nec-
essary to read with excruciating detail 
the entire 1,600-page report to find 
proof of these links; all of the above 
was available for all to see in the brief 
abstract that accompanied the report. 

Stephen Hayes offers extensive anal-
ysis of the entire report by the Joint 
Forces Command in the Weekly Stand-
ard magazine on March 24, 2008. 

I ask unanimous consent to have his 
article printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Weekly Standard, Mar. 24, 2008] 
SADDAM’S DANGEROUS FRIENDS: WHAT A PEN-

TAGON REVIEW OF 600,000 IRAQI DOCUMENTS 
TELLS US 

(By Stephen F. Hayes) 
This ought to be big news. Throughout the 

early and mid-1990s, Saddam Hussein ac-
tively supported an influential terrorist 
group headed by the man who is now al 
Qaeda’s second-in-command, according to an 
exhaustive study issued last week by the 
Pentagon. ‘‘Saddam supported groups that 
either associated directly with al Qaeda 
(such as the Egyptian Islamic Jihad, led at 
one time by bin Laden’s deputy, Ayman al- 
Zawahiri) or that generally shared al Qaeda’s 
stated goals and objectives.’’ According to 
the Pentagon study, Egyptian Islamic Jihad 
was one of many jihadist groups that Iraq’s 
former dictator funded, trained, equipped, 
and armed. 

The study was commissioned by the Joint 
Forces Command in Norfolk, Virginia, and 
produced by analysts at the Institute for De-
fense Analyses, a federally funded military 
think tank. It is entitled ‘‘Iraqi Perspectives 
Project: Saddam and Terrorism: Emerging 
Insights from Captured Iraqi Documents.’’ 
The study is based on a review of some 
600,000 documents captured in postwar Iraq. 
Those ‘‘documents’’ include letters, memos, 
computer files, audiotapes, and videotapes 
produced by Saddam Hussein’s regime, espe-
cially his intelligence services. The analysis 
section of the study covers 59 pages. The ap-
pendices, which include copies of some of the 
captured documents and translations, put 
the entire study at approximately 1,600 
pages. 

An abstract that describes the study reads, 
in part: 

Because Saddam’s security organizations 
and Osama bin Laden’s terrorist network op-
erated with similar aims (at least in the 
short term), considerable overlap was inevi-
table when monitoring, contacting, financ-
ing, and training the same outside groups. 
This created both the appearance of and, in 
some way, a ‘de facto’ link between the orga-
nizations. At times, these organizations 
would work together in pursuit of shared 
goals but still maintain their autonomy and 
independence because of innate caution and 
mutual distrust. Though the execution of 
Iraqi terror plots was not always successful, 
evidence shows that Saddam’s use of ter-
rorist tactics and his support for terrorist 
groups remained strong up until the collapse 
of the regime.’’ 

Among the study’s other notable findings: 
In 1993, as Osama bin Laden’s fighters bat-

tled Americans in Somalia, Saddam Hussein 

personally ordered the formation of an Iraqi 
terrorist group to join the battle there. 

For more than two decades, the Iraqi re-
gime trained non-Iraqi jihadists in training 
camps throughout Iraq. 

According to a 1993 internal Iraqi intel-
ligence memo, the regime was supporting a 
secret Islamic Palestinian organization dedi-
cated to ‘‘armed jihad against the Americans 
and Western interests.’’ 

In the 1990s, Iraq’s military intelligence di-
rectorate trained and equipped ‘‘Sudanese 
fighters.’’ 

In 1998, the Iraqi regime offered ‘‘financial 
and moral support’’ to a new group of 
jihadists in Kurdish-controlled northern 
Iraq. 

In 2002, the year before the war began, the 
Iraqi regime hosted in Iraq a series of 13 con-
ferences for non-Iraqi jihadist groups. 

That same year, a branch of the Iraqi In-
telligence Service (IIS) issued hundreds of 
Iraqi passports for known terrorists. 

There is much, much more. Documents re-
veal that the regime stockpiled bombmaking 
materials in Iraqi embassies around the 
world and targeted Western journalists for 
assassination. In July 2001, an Iraqi Intel-
ligence agent described an al Qaeda affiliate 
in Bahrain, the Army of Muhammad, as 
‘‘under the wings of bin Laden.’’ Although 
the organization ‘‘is an offshoot of bin 
Laden,’’ the fact that it has a different name 
‘‘can be a way of camouflaging the organiza-
tion.’’ The agent is told to deal with the al 
Qaeda group according to ‘‘priorities pre-
viously established.’’ 

In describing the relations between the 
Army of Muhammad and the Iraqi regime, 
the authors of the Pentagon study come to 
this conclusion: ‘‘Captured documents reveal 
that the regime was willing to co-opt or sup-
port organizations it knew to be part of al 
Qaeda—as long as that organization’s near- 
term goals supported Saddam’s long-term vi-
sion.’’ 

As I said, this ought to be big news. And, 
in a way, it was. A headline in the New York 
Times, a cursory item in the Washington 
Post, and stories on NPR and ABC News re-
ported that the study showed no links be-
tween al Qaeda and Saddam Hussein. 

How can a study offering an unprecedented 
look into the closed regime of a brutal dic-
tator, with over 1,600 pages of ‘‘strong evi-
dence that links the regime of Saddam Hus-
sein to regional and global terrorism,’’ in the 
words of its authors, receive a wave-of-the- 
hand dismissal from America’s most pres-
tigious news outlets? All it took was a leak 
to a gullible reporter, one misleading line in 
the study’s executive summary, a bone-
headed Pentagon press office, an incom-
petent White House, and widespread journal-
istic negligence. 

On Monday, March 10, 2008, Warren P. 
Strobel, a reporter from the McClatchy News 
Service first reported that the new Pentagon 
study was coming. ‘‘An exhaustive review of 
more than 600,000 Iraqi documents that were 
captured after the 2003 U.S. invasion has 
found no evidence that Saddam Hussein’s re-
gime had any operational links with Osama 
bin Laden’s al Qaida terrorist network.’’ 
McClatchy is a newspaper chain that serves 
many of America’s largest cities. The na-
tional security reporters in its Washington 
bureau have earned a reputation as reliable 
outlets for anti-Bush administration spin on 
intelligence. Strobel quoted a ‘‘U.S. official 
familiar with the report’’ who told him that 
the search of Iraqi documents yielded no evi-
dence of a ‘‘direct operational link’’ between 
Iraq and al Qaeda. Strobel used the rest of 

the article to attempt to demonstrate that 
this undermined the Bush administration’s 
prewar claims with regard to Iraq and ter-
rorism. 

With the study not scheduled for release 
for two more days, this article shaped subse-
quent coverage, which was no doubt the 
leaker’s purpose. Stories from other media 
outlets tracked McClatchy very closely but 
began to incorporate a highly misleading 
phrase taken from the executive summary: 
‘‘This study found no ‘smoking gun’ (i.e. di-
rect connection) between Saddam’s Iraq and 
al Qaeda.’’ This is how the Washington Post 
wrote it up: 

An examination of more than 600,000 Iraqi 
documents, audio and video records collected 
by U.S. forces since the March 2003 invasion 
has concluded that there is ‘no smoking gun’ 
supporting the Bush administration’s prewar 
assertion of an ‘operational relationship’ be-
tween Saddam Hussein and the al-Qaeda ter-
rorist network, sources familiar with the 
study said.’’ 

Much of the confusion might have been 
avoided if the Bush administration had done 
anything to promote the study. An early 
version of the Pentagon study was provided 
to National Security Adviser Steve Hadley 
more than a year ago, before November 2006. 
In recent weeks, as the Pentagon handled 
the rollout of the study, Hadley was tasked 
with briefing President Bush and Vice Presi-
dent Dick Cheney. It’s unclear whether he 
shared the study with President Bush, and 
NSC officials did not respond to repeated re-
quests for comment. But sources close to 
Cheney say the vice president was 
blindsided. 

After the erroneous report from 
McClatchy, two officials involved with the 
study became very concerned about the 
misreporting of its contents. One of them 
said in an interview that he found the media 
coverage of the study ‘‘disappointing.’’ An-
other, James Lacey, expressed his concern in 
an email to Karen Finn in the Pentagon 
press office, who was handling the rollout of 
the study. On Tuesday, the day before it was 
scheduled for release, Lacey wrote: ‘‘1. The 
story has been leaked. 2. ABC News is doing 
a story based on the executive summary to-
night. 3. The Washington Post is doing a 
story based on rumors they heard from ABC 
News. The document is being misrepre-
sented. I recommend we put [it] out and on 
a website immediately.’’ 

Finn declined, saying that members of 
Congress had not been told the study was 
coming. ‘‘Despite the leak, there are Con-
gressional notifications and then an official 
public release. This should not be posted on 
the web until these actions are complete.’’ 

Still under the misimpression that the 
Pentagon study undermined the case for war, 
McClatchy’s Warren Strobel saw this bureau-
cratic infighting as a conspiracy to suppress 
the study: 

The Pentagon on Wednesday canceled 
plans for broad public release of a study that 
found no pre-Iraq war link between late Iraqi 
President Saddam Hussein and the al Qaida 
terrorist network. . . . The reversal high-
lighted the politically sensitive nature of its 
conclusions, which were first reported Mon-
day by McClatchy. 

In making their case for invading Iraq in 
2002 and 2003, President Bush and his top na-
tional security aides claimed that Saddam’s 
regime had ties to Osama bin Laden’s al 
Qaida terrorist network. 

But the study, based on more than 600,000 
captured documents, including audio and 
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video files, found that while Saddam spon-
sored terrorism, particularly against oppo-
nents of his regime and against Israel, there 
was no evidence of an al Qaida link. 

An examination of the rest of the study 
makes the White House decision to ignore 
the Pentagon study even more curious. The 
first section explores ‘‘Terror as an Instru-
ment of State Power’’ and describes docu-
ments detailing Fedayeen Saddam terrorist 
training camps in Iraq. Graduates of the ter-
ror training camps would be dispatched to 
sensitive sites to carry out their assassina-
tions and bombings. In May 1999, the regime 
plotted an operation code named ‘‘Blessed 
July’’ in which the top graduates of the ter-
rorist training courses would be sent to Lon-
don, Iran, and Kurdistan to conduct assas-
sinations and bombings. 

A separate set of documents presents, ac-
cording to the Pentagon study, ‘‘evidence of 
logistical preparation for terrorist oper-
ations in other nations, including those in 
the West.’’ In one letter, a director of the 
Iraqi Intelligence Service (IIS) responds to a 
request from Saddam for an inventory of 
weapons stockpiled in Iraqi embassies 
throughout the world. The terrorist tools in-
clude missile launchers and missiles, ‘‘Amer-
ican missile launchers,’’ explosive materials, 
TNT, plastic explosive charges, Kalashnikov 
rifles, and ‘‘booby-trapped suitcases.’’ 

The July 2002 Iraqi memo describes how 
these weapons were distributed to the 
operatives in embassies. 

Between the year 2000 and 2002 explosive 
materials were transported to embassies out-
side Iraq for special work, upon the approval 
of the Director of the Iraqi Intelligence Serv-
ice. The responsibility for these materials is 
in the hands of heads of stations. Some of 
these materials were transported in the po-
litical mail carriers [Diplomatic Pouch]. 
Some of these materials were transported by 
car in booby-trapped briefcases. 

Saddam also recruited non-Iraqi jihadists 
to serve as suicide bombers on behalf of the 
Iraqi regime. According to the study, cap-
tured documents ‘‘indicate that as early as 
January 1998, the scheduling of suicide vol-
unteers was routine enough to warrant not 
only a national-level policy letter but a for-
mal schedule—during summer vacation— 
built around maximizing availability of Arab 
citizens in Iraq on Saddam-funded scholar-
ships.’’ 

The second section of the Pentagon study 
concerns ‘‘State Relationships with Ter-
rorist Groups.’’ An IIS document dated 
March 18, 1993, lists nine terrorist ‘‘organiza-
tions that our agency [IIS] cooperates with 
and have relations with various elements in 
many parts of the Arab world and who also 
have the expertise to carry out assignments’’ 
on behalf of the regime. Several well-known 
Palestinian terrorist organizations make the 
list, including Abu Nidal’s Fatah-Revolu-
tionary Council and Abu Abbas’s Palestinian 
Liberation Front. Another group, the secret 
‘‘Renewal and Jihad Organization’’ is de-
scribed this way in the Iraqi memo: 

It believes in armed jihad against the 
Americans and Western interests. They also 
believe our leader [Saddam Hussein], may 
God protect him, is the true leader in the 
war against the infidels. The organization’s 
leaders live in Jordan when they visited Iraq 
two months ago they demonstrated a will-
ingness to carry out operations against 
American interests at any time.’’ 

Other groups listed in the Iraqi memo in-
clude the ‘‘Islamic Scholars Group’’ and the 
‘‘Pakistan Scholars Group.’’ 

There are two terrorist organizations on 
the Iraqi Intelligence list that deserve spe-

cial consideration: the Afghani Islamic 
Party of Gulbuddin Hekmatyar and the 
Egyptian Islamic Jihad of Ayman al 
Zawahiri. 

This IIS document provides this descrip-
tion of the Afghani Islamic Party: 

It was founded in 1974 when its leader 
[Gulbuddin Hekmatyar] escaped from Af-
ghanistan to Pakistan. It is considered one 
of the extreme political religious movements 
against the West, and one of the strongest 
Sunni parties in Afghanistan. The organiza-
tion relies on financial support from Iraq and 
we have had good relations with Hikmatyar 
since 1989. 

In his book Holy War, Inc., Peter Bergen, a 
terrorism analyst who has long been skep-
tical of Iraq-al Qaeda connections, describes 
Hekmatyar as Osama bin Laden’s ‘‘alter 
ego.’’ Bergen writes: ‘‘Bin Laden and 
Hekmatyar worked closely together. During 
the early 1990s al-Qaeda’s training camps in 
the Khost region of eastern Afghanistan 
were situated in an area controlled by 
Hekmatyar’s party.’’ 

It’s worth dwelling for a moment on that 
set of facts. An internal Iraqi Intelligence 
document reports that Iraqis have ‘‘good re-
lations’’ with Hekmatyar and that his orga-
nization ‘‘relies on financial support from 
Iraq.’’ At precisely the same time, 
Hekmatyar ‘‘worked closely’’ with Osama 
bin Laden and his Afghani Islamic Party 
hosted ‘‘al Qaeda’s terrorist training camps’’ 
in eastern Afghanistan. 

The IIS document also reveals that Sad-
dam was funding another close ally of bin 
Laden, the EIJ organization of Ayman al 
Zawahiri. 

In a meeting in the Sudan we agreed to 
renew our relations with the Islamic Jihad 
Organization in Egypt. Our information on 
the group is as follows: 

It was established in 1979. 
Its goal is to apply the Islamic shari’a law 

and establish Islamic rule. 
It is considered one of the most brutal 

Egyptian organizations. It carried out nu-
merous successful operations, including the 
assassination of [Egyptian President Anwar] 
Sadat. 

We have previously met with the organiza-
tion’s representative and we agreed on a plan 
to carry out commando operations against 
the Egyptian regime. 

Zawahiri arrived in Afghanistan in the 
mid–1980s, and ‘‘from the start he con-
centrated his efforts on getting close to bin 
Laden,’’ according to Lawrence Wright, in 
The Looming Tower. The leaders of EIJ 
quickly became leaders of bin Laden’s orga-
nizations. ‘‘He soon succeeded in placing 
trusted members of Islamic Jihad in key po-
sitions around bin Laden,’’ Wright reported 
in the definitive profile of Zawahiri, pub-
lished in the New Yorker in September 2002. 
‘‘According to the Islamist attorney 
Montasser al-Zayat, ’Zawahiri completely 
controlled bin Laden. The largest share of 
bin Laden’s financial support went to 
Zawahiri and the Jihad organization.’’ 

Later, Wright describes the founding of al 
Qaeda. 

Toward the end of 1989, a meeting took 
place in the Afghan town of Khost at a 
mujahideen camp. A Sudanese fighter named 
Jamal al-Fadl was among the participants, 
and he later testified about the event in a 
New York courtroom during one of the trials 
connected with the 1998 bombing of the 
American embassies in East Africa. Accord-
ing to Fadl, the meeting was attended by ten 
men—four or five of them Egyptians, includ-
ing Zawahiri. Fadl told the court that the 

chairman of the meeting, an Iraqi known as 
Abu Ayoub, proposed the formation of a new 
organization that would wage jihad beyond 
the borders of Afghanistan. There was some 
dispute about the name, but ultimately the 
new organization came to be called Al 
Qaeda—the Base. The alliance was conceived 
as a loose affiliation among individual 
mujahideen and established groups, and was 
dominated by Egyptian Islamic Jihad. The 
ultimate boss, however, was Osama bin 
Laden, who held the checkbook. 

Once again, it’s worth dwelling on these 
facts for a moment. In 1989, Ayman al 
Zawahiri attended the founding meeting of 
al Qaeda. He was literally present at the cre-
ation, and his EIJ ‘‘dominated’’ the new or-
ganization headed by Osama bin Laden. 

In the early 1990s, Zawahiri and bin Laden 
moved their operations to Sudan. After a 
fundraising trip to the United States in the 
spring of 1993, Zawahiri returned to Sudan 
where, again according to Wright, he ‘‘began 
working more closely with bin Laden, and 
most of the Egyptian members of Islamic 
Jihad went on the Al Qaeda payroll.’’ Al-
though some members of EIJ were skeptical 
of bin Laden and his global aspirations, 
Zawahiri sought a de facto merger with al 
Qaeda. One of his top assistants would later 
say Zawahiri had told him that ‘‘joining 
with bin Laden [was] the only solution to 
keeping the Jihad organization alive.’’ 

Again, at precisely the same time Zawahiri 
was ‘‘joining with bin Laden,’’ the spring of 
1993, he was being funded by Saddam Hus-
sein’s Iraq. As Zawahiri’s jihadists trained in 
al Qaeda camps in Sudan, his representative 
to Iraq was planning ‘‘commando oper-
ations’’ against the Egyptian government 
with the IIS. 

Another captured Iraqi document from 
early 1993 ‘‘reports on contact with a large 
number of terrorist groups in the region, in-
cluding those that maintained an office or li-
aison in Iraq.’’ In the same folder is a memo 
from Saddam Hussein to a member of his 
Revolutionary Council ordering the forma-
tion of ‘‘a group to start hunting Americans 
present on Arab soil, especially Somalia.’’ A 
second memo to the director of the IIS, in-
structs him to revise the plan for ‘‘oper-
ations inside Somalia.’’ 

More recently, captured ‘‘annual reports’’ 
of the IIS reveal support for terrorist organi-
zations in the months leading up the U.S. in-
vasion in March 2003. According to the Pen-
tagon study, ‘‘the IIS hosted thirteen con-
ferences in 2002 for a number of Palestinian 
and other organizations, including delega-
tions from the Islamic Jihad Movement and 
the Director General for the Popular Move-
ment for the Liberation of al-Ahwaz.’’ The 
same annual report ‘‘also notes that among 
the 699 passports, renewals and other official 
documentation that the IIS issued, many 
were issued to known members of terrorist 
organizations.’’ 

The Pentagon study goes on to describe 
captured documents that instruct the IIS to 
maintain contact with all manner of Arab 
movement and others that ‘‘reveal that later 
IIS activities went beyond just maintaining 
contact.’’ Throughout the 1990s, the Iraqi re-
gime’s General Military Intelligence Direc-
torate ‘‘was training Sudanese fighters in-
side Iraq.’’ 

The second section of the Pentagon study 
also discusses captured documents related to 
the Islamic Resistance organization in 
Kurdistan from 1998 and 1999. The documents 
show that the Iraqi regime provided ‘‘finan-
cial and moral support’’ to members of the 
group, which would later become part of the 
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al Qaeda affiliate in the region, Ansar al 
Islam. 

The third section of the Pentagon study is 
called ‘‘Iraq and Terrorism: Three Cases.’’ 
One of the cases is that of the Army of Mu-
hammad, the al Qaeda affiliate in Bahrain. A 
series of memoranda order an Iraqi Intel-
ligence operative in Bahrain to explore a re-
lationship with its leaders. On July 9, 2001, 
the agent reports back: ‘‘Information avail-
able to us is that the group is under the 
wings of bin Laden. They receive their direc-
tions from Yemen. Their objectives are the 
same as bin Laden.’’ Later, he lists the orga-
nization’s objectives. 

Jihad in the name of God. 
Striking the embassies and other Jewish 

and American interests anywhere in the 
world. 

Attacking the American and British mili-
tary bases in the Arab land. 

Striking American embassies and interests 
unless the Americans pull out their forces 
from the Arab lands and discontinue their 
support for Israel. 

Disrupting oil exports [to] the Americans 
from Arab countries and threatening tankers 
carrying oil to them. 

A separate memo reveals that the Army of 
Muhammad has requested assistance from 
Iraq. The study authors summarize the re-
sponse by writing, ‘‘the local IIS station has 
been told to deal with them in accordance 
with priorities previously established. The 
IIS agent goes on to inform the Director that 
this organization is an offshoot of bin Laden, 
but that their objectives are similar but with 
different names that can be a way of camou-
flaging the organization.’’ 

We never learn what those ‘‘previous prior-
ities’’ were and thus what, if anything, came 
of these talks. But it is instructive that the 
operative in Bahrain understood the impor-
tance of disguising relations with al Qaeda 
and that the director of IIS, knowing that 
the group was affiliated with bin Laden and 
sought to attack Americans, seemed more 
interested in continuing the relationship 
than in ending it. 

The fourth and final section of the Pen-
tagon study is called ‘‘The Business of Ter-
ror.’’ The authors write: ‘‘An example of in-
direct cooperation is the movement led by 
Osama bin Laden. During the 1990s, both 
Saddam and bin Laden wanted the West, par-
ticularly the United States, out of Muslim 
lands (or in the view of Saddam, the ‘‘Arab 
nation’’). . . . In pursuit of their own sepa-
rate but surprisingly ‘parallel’ visions, Sad-
dam and bin Laden often found a common 
enemy in the United States.’’ 

They further note that Saddam’s security 
organizations and bin Laden’s network were 
recruiting within the same demographic, 
spouting much of the same rhetoric, and pro-
moting a common historical narrative that 
promised a return to a glorious past. That 
these movements (pan-Arab and pan-Islamic) 
had many similarities and strategic parallels 
does not mean they saw themselves in that 
light. Nevertheless, these similarities cre-
ated more than just the appearance of co-
operation. Common interests, even without 
common cause, increased the aggregate ter-
ror threat. 

As much as we have learned from this im-
pressive collection of documents, it is only a 
fraction of what we will know in 10, 20, or 50 
years. The authors themselves acknowledge 
the limits of their work. 

In fact, there are several captured Iraqi 
documents that have been authenticated by 
the U.S. government that were not included 
in the study but add to the picture it 

sketches. One document, authenticated by 
the Defense Intelligence Agency and first re-
ported on 60 Minutes, is dated March 28, 1992. 
It describes Osama bin Laden as an Iraqi in-
telligence asset ‘‘in good contact’’ with the 
IIS station in Syria. 

Another Iraqi document, this one from the 
mid-1990s, was first reported in the New York 
Times on June 25, 2004. Authenticated by a 
Pentagon and intelligence working group, 
the document was titled ‘‘Iraqi Effort to Co-
operate with Saudi Opposition Groups and 
Individuals.’’ The working group concluded 
that it ‘‘corroborates and expands on pre-
vious reporting’’ on contacts between Iraq 
and al Qaeda. It revealed that a Sudanese 
government official met with Uday Hussein 
and the director of the IIS in 1994 and re-
ported that bin Laden was willing to meet in 
Sudan. Bin Laden, according to the Iraqi 
document, was then ‘‘approached by our 
side’’ after ‘‘presidential approval’’ for the li-
aison was given. The former head of Iraqi In-
telligence Directorate 4 met with bin Laden 
on February 19, 1995. The document further 
states that bin Laden ‘‘had some reserva-
tions about being labeled an Iraqi opera-
tive’’—a comment that suggests the possi-
bility had been discussed. 

Bin Laden requested that Iraq’s state-run 
television network broadcast anti-Saudi 
propaganda, and the document indicates that 
the Iraqis agreed to do this. The al Qaeda 
leader also proposed ‘‘joint operations 
against foreign forces’’ in Saudi Arabia. 
There is no Iraqi response provided in the 
documents. When bin Laden left Sudan for 
Afghanistan in May 1996, the Iraqis sought 
‘‘other channels through which to handle the 
relationship, in light of his current loca-
tion.’’ The IIS memo directs that ‘‘coopera-
tion between the two organizations should be 
allowed to develop freely through discussion 
and agreement.’’ 

In another instance, the new Pentagon 
study makes reference to captured docu-
ments detailing the Iraqi relationship with 
Abu Sayyaf, the al Qaeda affiliate in the 
Philippines founded by Osama bin Laden’s 
brother-in-law. But the Pentagon study does 
not mention the most significant element of 
those documents, first reported in these 
pages. In a memo from Ambassador Salah 
Samarmad to the Secondary Policy Direc-
torate of the Iraqi Foreign Ministry, we 
learn that the Iraqi regime had been funding 
and equipping Abu Sayyaf, which had been 
responsible for a series of high-profile 
kidnappings. The Iraqi operative informs 
Baghdad that such support had been sus-
pended. ‘‘The kidnappers were formerly 
(from the previous year) receiving money 
and purchasing combat weapons. From now 
on we (IIS) are not giving them this oppor-
tunity and are not on speaking terms with 
them.’’ That support would resume soon 
enough, and shortly before the war a high- 
ranking Iraqi diplomat named Hisham Hus-
sein would be expelled from the Philippines 
after his cell phone number appeared on an 
Abu Sayyaf cell phone used to detonate a 
bomb. 

What’s happening here is obvious. Military 
historians and terrorism analysts are en-
gaged in a good faith effort to review the 
captured documents from the Iraqi regime 
and provide a dispassionate, fact-based ex-
amination of Saddam Hussein’s long support 
of jihadist terrorism. Most reporters don’t 
care. They are trapped in a world where the 
Bush administration lied to the country 
about an Iraq-al Qaeda connection, and no 
amount of evidence to the contrary—not 
even the words of the fallen Iraqi regime 

itself—can convince them to reexamine their 
mistaken assumptions. 

Bush administration officials, meanwhile, 
tell us that the Iraq war is the central front 
in the war on terror and that American na-
tional security depends on winning there. 
And yet they are too busy or too tired or too 
lazy to correct these fundamental 
misperceptions about the case for war, the 
most important decision of the Bush presi-
dency. 

What good is the truth if nobody knows it? 

Mr. KYL. The Joint Forces Command 
report sheds light on the relationship 
between Saddam Hussein and Ayman 
al-Zawahiri, Osama bin Laden’s second 
in command. 

I quote: 
Saddam supported groups either associated 

directly with al Qaeda (such as the Egyptian 
Islamic Jihad (EIJ), led at one time by bin 
Laden’s deputy Ayman al-Zawahiri) or that 
generally shared al Qaeda’s stated goals and 
objectives. 

Mr. Hayes notes in his article that 
Zawahiri’s organization was being fi-
nanced by Saddam Hussein at the very 
time Zawahiri was working almost ex-
clusively with bin Laden. In fact, 
Zawahiri had been working with al- 
Qaida from its inception in late 1989. 
By 1993, Zawahiri, as the leader of the 
EIJ, sought to merge the organization 
with al-Qaida and, in fact, the two ter-
rorist organizations eventually merged 
in 1998. 

The Standard further reported that: 
Captured documents revealed that the re-

gime was willing to co-opt support organiza-
tions it knew to be part of al Qaeda as long 
as that organization’s near-term goals sup-
ported Saddam’s long-term vision. 

The more than 600,000 documents 
likely revealed only a fraction of what 
we will ultimately know of the true re-
lationship between bin Laden, the glob-
al jihad, and Saddam Hussein. Given 
this information, it is a surprise that 
many in the mainstream media have 
concluded only that there was no 
smoking gun linking al-Qaida and Sad-
dam Hussein, thus failing to report the 
key findings in the report to the Amer-
ican people. 

I am not one who supports reliti-
gating why it was necessary for the 
United States to remove Saddam Hus-
sein from power. But for those who find 
themselves stuck in the past, the Iraqi 
Perspective Project provides yet an-
other substantial body of evidence, 
adding to that which was before the 
Congress when we authorized the Iraq 
mission. I want to refer to one item in 
that body of evidence, a letter, dated 
October 7, 2002, from CIA Director 
George Tenet to the Honorable Bob 
Graham, then chairman of the Select 
Committee on intelligence. Among the 
things he writes in this letter, these 
are the items that were available to us 
before we authorized the invasion of 
Iraq. He refers to a question by Senator 
BAYH about Iraqi links to al-Qaida. He 
says Senators could draw the following 
points from unclassified documents. 
There was, of course, much more that 
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was classified. I will quote this brief 
portion of his letter: 

Our understanding of relationship between 
Iraq and al-Qa’ida is evolving and is based on 
sources of varying reliability. Some of the 
information we have received comes from de-
tainees, including some of high rank. 

We have solid reporting of senior level con-
tacts between Iraq and al-Qa’ida going back 
a decade. 

Credible information indicates that Iraq 
and al-Qa’ida have discussed safe haven and 
reciprocal non-aggression. 

Since Operation Enduring Freedom, we 
have solid evidence of the presence in Iraq of 
al-Qa’ida members, including some that have 
been in Baghdad. 

We have credible reporting that al-Qa’ida 
leaders sought contacts in Iraq who could 
help them acquire WMD capabilities. The re-
porting also stated that Iraq has provided 
training to al-Qa’ida members in the areas of 
poisons and gases and making conventional 
bombs. 

Iraq’s increasing support to extremist Pal-
estinians, coupled with growing indications 
of a relationship with al-Qa’ida, suggest that 
Baghdad’s links to terrorists will increase, 
even absent US military action. 

I commend the Joint Forces Com-
mand for its ongoing, exhaustive re-
view of this record of intelligence col-
lected in Iraq. I urge all colleagues to 
take the time to educate themselves on 
its findings. I urge the administration 
to undertake a serious effort to correct 
the misimpressions formed in recent 
years about this important issue. 

There can be no doubt. Saddam Hus-
sein was a threat. He actively sup-
ported terrorists both in and outside of 
Iraq, and the world is a safer place for 
him having been removed from power. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Iowa. 

f 

EQUAL PAY DAY 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, tomor-
row is Equal Pay Day. What is Equal 
Pay Day? That is the day that symbol-
izes how far into the year a woman 
must work from the previous year on 
average to earn as much as a man 
earned by December 31 of last year. It 
is unbelievable to me that more than 
four decades after passage of the Equal 
Pay Act and the Civil Rights Act, 
women are still making only 77 cents 
on the dollar to what a man makes. In 
Iowa, it is even worse. The Iowa Work-
force Development Agency found that 
across all industries, women in my 
State make less than 62 percent of 
what men make. 

Discrimination takes many forms. 
Sometimes it is brazen and in your 
face, like Jim Crow and apartheid. 
Sometimes discrimination is silent and 
insidious. That is what is happening in 
workplaces across America today. Mil-
lions of female-dominated jobs—social 
workers, teachers, childcare workers, 
nurses, so many more—are equivalent 
to male-dominated jobs, but they pay 
dramatically less. The Census Bureau 
has compiled data on hundreds of job 

categories, but it found only five job 
categories where women typically earn 
as much as a man. Defenders of this 
status quo offer all manner of bogus ex-
planations on why women make less. 
How many times have you heard the 
fairy tale that women work for fulfill-
ment and men work to support their 
families? Of course, this ignores the 
great majority of single women who 
work to support themselves and mar-
ried women whose paycheck is all that 
allows their families to make ends 
meet, to put a little bit of money away 
for a rainy day or perhaps to send a 
child to college. 

It ignores the harsh reality that so 
many women face in the workplace 
where they have to work twice as hard 
to be taken seriously or, say, get 
pushed into being a cashier when they 
had applied for a better paying sales 
job. These pervasive acts of discrimina-
tion deny women fair pay and they also 
deny women basic dignity. 

Let me cite one example of the dis-
crimination I am talking about. Last 
year in a hearing in our Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee, we heard remarkable testi-
mony from Dr. Philip Cohen of the Uni-
versity of North Carolina. Dr. Cohen 
compared nurses’ aides, who are over-
whelmingly women, and truck drivers 
who are overwhelmingly men. In both 
groups, the average age is 43. Both re-
quire ‘‘medium’’ amounts of strength. 
Nurses’ aides on average have more 
education and training. But nurses’ 
aides make less than 60 percent of what 
truck drivers make. 

Given that this discrimination is so 
obvious and pervasive, you would ex-
pect that women would have no trouble 
at all obtaining simple justice in our 
court system. But in a major decision 
last June, in the case of Ledbetter v. 
Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company, the 
Supreme Court actually took us back-
ward. In a 5-to-4 ruling, the Court made 
it extremely difficult for women to go 
to court to pursue claims of pay dis-
crimination, even in cases where the 
discrimination is flagrant. 

A jury acknowledged that Lilly 
Ledbetter, a former supervisor at 
Goodyear, had been paid $6,000 less 
than her lowest paid male counterpart. 
But the Supreme Court rejected her 
discrimination claim. Why? The Court 
held that women workers must file a 
discrimination claim within 180 days of 
their pay being set, even if they were 
not aware at the time that their pay 
was significantly lower than their male 
counterparts. 

Justice Ginsburg said, in a forceful 
dissent, this is totally out of touch 
with the real world of the workplace. 
In the real world, pay scales are often 
kept secret and employees are in the 
dark about their coworkers’ salaries. 
Lacking such information, it is dif-
ficult to determine when pay discrimi-
nation begins. Furthermore, vast dis-

crepancies are often a function of time. 
If your original pay was a little bit 
lower than your colleague’s pay, and 
then over 20 years you get smaller 
raises every year, you end up with a 
huge gap after 20 years. But if you can 
only sue for the most recent pay deter-
mination, this misses 20 years of dis-
crimination. As a result, in Ms. 
Ledbetter’s case, she is going to get a 
dramatically smaller pension for the 
rest of her life based upon that lower 
pay level. 

Ms. Ledbetter, who testified before 
our committee last year, is injured 
twice: Over 20 years of flagrant dis-
crimination in the workplace and get-
ting paid less, and now for the remain-
der of her life, as a retired person, she 
will get less pension because of that 
discrimination. Twice she is injured. 

What the Ledbetter decision means is 
that once the 180-day window for bring-
ing a lawsuit is passed, the discrimina-
tion gets grandfathered in. This creates 
a free harbor for employers who have 
paid female workers less than men over 
a long period of time. Basically it gives 
the worst offenders a free pass to con-
tinue their gender discrimination. 

Ledbetter was a bad decision, but 
there is one thing we can do with Su-
preme Court decisions. We can pass 
legislation to fix them. So I have 
joined with Senator KENNEDY and oth-
ers to reverse the damage done by that 
decision. Our bill would establish that 
the ‘‘unlawful employment practice’’ 
under the Civil Rights Act is the pay-
ment of a discriminatory salary, not 
the original setting of the pay level. 

Well, this is a good start, but it is not 
enough. It is not good enough to go 
back to the way the law worked last 
year because women, as I said, are still 
making less than 77 cents on the dollar 
as compared to men. That is intoler-
able. Moreover, if pay scales are still 
kept secret, if there is not trans-
parency, how can women know if they 
are being discriminated against? 

That is why we need to pass my Fair 
Pay Act, a bill which I have introduced 
in every Congress going back to 1996. I 
just keep introducing it every Con-
gress. Here is what it does. It is very 
simple. In addition to requiring that 
employers provide equal pay for equiv-
alent jobs, my bill would require dis-
closure of pay scales and rates for all 
job categories in a given company. 
Now, I did not say they had to disclose 
every single person’s pay, I said pay 
scales for categories of jobs. Now, this 
would give women the information 
they need to identify discriminatory 
pay practices, and this could reduce 
the need for costly litigation in the 
first place. 

When Lilly Ledbetter testified before 
our committee last year, I asked her— 
I told her about the bill; I told her 
what kind of information it would pro-
vide—I asked her if she had that infor-
mation, could she have, 20 years ago, 
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