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GOP Congressmen Admit Most Republicans
Think Iraq War Was a Mistake

03. Apr, 2010  Written by: Michael Boldin

In a panel at the Cato Institute on conservatism and war, U.S. Reps. Dana Rohrabacher (R-Calif.) Tom
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McClintock (R-Calif.) and John Duncan (R-Tenn.) revealed that the vast majority of GOP members of Congress
now think it was wrong for the U.S. to invade Iraq in 2003.

Michael Boldin is the founder of the Tenth Amendment Center. He was raised in Milwaukee, WI, and
currently resides in Los Angeles, CA.

If you enjoyed this post:
Click Here to Get the Free Tenth Amendment Center Newsletter,

Or make a donation to help keep this site active.
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· 1 day ago

I dont think the Iraq people think so, I heard Putin and saddam were doing business before we went in,russia sure needed
the money, saddam was using the oil for fuel program , Wonder what they delivered to saddam.No one can answer that.

10 replies · active 11 hours ago

· 1 day ago

You mean the ones that have not been killed, right? Or, just some of them? Or, maybe you are so arrogant as to believe
YOU personally speak for all people in Iraq? And the ones resisting a foreign occupation, nah, they must be interlopers
because the gods that are Americans have come to save them! Right?

Well, other than getting into a debate about the deaths caused by US bombs, or the deaths caused by the dictator that
the US supported and backed for so many years, the reality is this - the Iraq war is in violation of the constitution and
should be stopped at the very least, for that reason.

· 1 day ago

I say let the matter rest, if we are to argue a problem with regard to foreign policy we should restrict our case to the
legal grounds in which it was executed. There is nothing in our constitution as to prohibit us from waging an
aggressive war, much less a war that was in response to a violated treaty. 

Indeed to argue that we have not the right to wage an aggressive war(provided congress declares and thus
authorizes it) is to render the Federal government little different then the State Governments which are authorized to
wage a defensive war. 

To that end we are compelled to respect legal policy's even if we disagree with their merits or "morality". 

This is as true of us in respecting the domestic legalization of marijuana, in states where the people find that to be
good policy, as it is true in foreign military policy. 

I need not remind you that many of us, perhaps the majority of your allies personally disagree with the merits of
domestic legalization of marijuana, thou we support the right of your State and your people to do it as we recognize
the limitations of the Federal law. 

Let us NOT ask people to abandon their long held policy preferences not matter what they are. Yet simply demand
they go about doing it the legally required way. 
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I say this as a resident of the State of New Mexico, a State that has, like California, legalized Medical Marijuana. 

Even our enemy's must see their dreamed policy, their "world" as ongoing and possible with our victory. 

Indeed we MUST in fact win this fight for Constitutional government by making our enemy's see respect for
Constitutional law as preferable to the alternative of ongoing and un-winnable conflict with us. 

It is like all things indeed a matter of economics, we are simply going to win this by altering our behavior and
response to their abuses as to make such abuses un-economical, while at the same time reforming our own abuses of
the same constitutional law. 

I trust you already knew and recognized this need. I simply ask you to reaffirm your believe in the need that
"everyone has a way to get what they want" to me if you do have it as i beleive you do.

· 1 day ago

Nah, no thanks. Sorry Monorprise - this organization will NEVER drop the issue, especially since it continues
today, and will likely go on again in the future. Unlike political parties which are solely interested in garnering the
most votes possible, our reputation is what we have, and we will continue to slam every single constitutional
violation, without exception. 

The Iraq war, and virtually the entire US foreign policy is a gross violation of the constitution - and to violate it
and allow the executive branch to determine whether or not the country goes to war, well....that leads to highly
immoral and unjust foreign policy. 

If you really think that the Iraq war has any basis in constitutionality, or constitutional violations to start and
continue it are something that should be kept hush hush, you really are on the wrong website. Seriously.

· 1 day ago

Sorry for my habit of refining my post after I initially posted them. 

I was attempting to make the point that it would be wise if we suck to Constitutional issues, and respect policy
differences. 

If we are to live under a free Constitutional government everyone must see that constitution and its adherence
in their interest. 

That often means showing them the way of what would have to be done to have it legitimate. 

In the case of the Iraq war from your position, you demand a Formal Declaration. I agree that it should be done
clearly and unambiguously, instead of perhaps un-clearly as it may have been done in the"uses of force
authorization", and that this should be the case simply to avoid sections of our population questing its
legitimacy on that grounds alone. 

Enforcing a Constitution is more then simply following its "spirit" its letter must be adhered to. to the same end
enforcing a constitution, which must be enforced by the people and other party's is not simply a matter of
technical compliance (in your opinion). It must also be in the most open and transparent compliance possible. 

Yes they should have declared war clearly and unambiguously. 

As I recall you also had a problem with the "conditional" aspect of the congressional "uses of force
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authorization" which I argued was a Declaration of War. Assuming the above dispute were resolved, the
remaining dispute over whether or not congress has the power to Declare War conditionally in a specific
instants is still among us. 

In such a situation If I held your position I would simply suggest that the Constitution be amended to grant
such authority clearly if that is your desire the same potentially abusive speculation inherit in the broadening
of the meaning of the A1S8 grants. 

I can accept that, just as I must accept and interpret any constitution that is a grant of powers in the most
limited respect possible in-order to provide the most certainly in only utilizing the ceded rights. 

Michael Boldin I am on the right website, just as I am in the strongest terms in agreement with your cause of
the need for limited Constitutional government. 

This is after all a matter of our individual rights, yours and mine. To that end we must take the greatest care
possible as to respect each-others rights. 

That means in no uncertainty terms not going beyond that power which we granted to our common
government. This is the reason why we must apply only constitutional interpretation that grants from the
people the fewest powers possible, in order to avoid the usurpation of rights the people did not willingly give
up. 

That is as i see it the core rational behind the 10th Amendment and the need for a strictly limited Constitutional
government, read as to convey only the most finite of powers not liberally as to convey powers not
necessarily intended and consented to.

· 1 day ago

your entire comment string is based on a false assumption. 

You claim that we should stick to the constitutional issues, but that's what I did in my initial comment. Sorry
you missed that.

· 1 day ago

You are of course correct, I did miss-understand your post, and felt it a bit too “harshly worded” failing
to convey the isolation between your policy views and that of your Constitutional aims. 

In my post I was trying to address that in urging you to make the distinction more clear, and less
“emotional”. 

Of course in my initial post I failed to do that message. Ironically I failed in the very same respect I felt
your answer short coming in. (guilty of my own crime). Recognizing this failure I attempted to edit the
post as to better convey the message and request clarification on your part. 

That took so long that you had already read and responded to my erroneous posts before my efforts
was compete. As I said it is a bad habit. 

I too am sorry I missed your distinction, and attempted to help correct a human failing I apparently share
with you. 

Sorry to have taken your time in this mistake. 
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But I do wish to convey the message that I do stand behind the believe that our victory must necessary
ultimately come from convening those now ignoring the limits of Constitutional law that it is in their best
interest to follow that law. 

That we are doing this by attempting to show and otherwise where necessary make it uneconomical for
them to do otherwise. 

And that ultimately this is really all a matter of our individual rights, yours and mine. To that end we
must take the greatest care possible as to respect each-others rights. 
That is the underlining motivating factor of our SHARED believe. 

I ask your forgiveness for my mistake (in using your time), and thank-you for taking the time to respond
to me as to help correct it.

· 1 day ago

I agree. There was nothing unconstitutional about waging an aggressive war. However it is quite immoral to do so.

· 1 day ago

Well, actually the point is a little different. An aggressive war COULD be constitutional. Iraq and Afghanistan,
however, are not. Why? Because there was no declaration of war from congress. All they did was transfer the
war-declaring powers to the executive branch....abrogating their duty.

· 13 hours ago

This is a matter of perspective as they did pass acts authorize the use of force. 

I agree they need to be more explicit about that in declaring war, if for no other reason then to avoid the
constitutionally destructive ambiguity. You of course have every right to demand that Congress does in
fact behave as such as and refuses to recognized the legality of their war until such time that they explicitly
declare it. 

I mean if they are allowed to do things indirectly then its a slippery slope until they basically just start
completely ignoring the the Constitution. They need to clearly declare what their doing, and then their
specific terms and conditions that the president must meet in the execution of the conflict, don't simply
assume they have the power. 

A bill needs to say something to the effect of: "We the United States Declare war on x country with the
terms of peace being their meeting X terms or they are reduced to Y state of defeat." 

But this is all nitpicking on my part. Again sorry for the confusion Michael and unknown. lol

· 11 hours ago

4/5/2010 GOP Congressmen Admit Most Republi…

…tenthamendmentcenter.com/…/gop-… 6/11



ReportReply

theunknownamerican 0

ReportReply

Name Email Website (optional)

Embed video

Comment as a Guest, or login:

Displayed next to your comments. Not displayed publicly. If you have a website, link to it here.

Comments by

Submit Comment

actually, no. that is NOT perspective, as you claim. 

there are 2 options. 

1. Declare war, the president then wages it. 
2. Authorize war and tell the president to decide and report back if he decides to wage it. 

Congress took option 2. Period. That is indisputable. 

The pure lies come from the apologists of the war - generally from the conservative camp - who don't
want their precious war to be anything but right. So they claim that #2 is somehow the same as #1.
Absurd on its face. Personally, I'm sick of it and have really the same kind of zero tolerance for that kind
of garbage as I do for the left when they claim their own lies - like health care mandates are somehow
"commerce" 

That's the same as claiming that since Congress is allowed to count the # of people in your household
every 10 years that they instead can tell the executive branch - "Well, you're AUTHORIZED to count
the people for the census - just let us know if you DECIDE to.

· 1 day ago

I think the goals of the Iraq war didn't warrant the cost in lives. Bringing freedom and democracy might be a good thing for
the Iraqis but it wasn't worth the 4000 lives lost to bring it about. President Bush should have thought of something else.
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The Tenth Amendment

"The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it
to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people."
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