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SENATE—Friday, January 11, 1991

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the Honorable THOMAS A.
DASCHLE, a Senator from the State of
South Dakota.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Let us pray:

Except the Lord build the house, they
labour in vain that build it: except the
Lord keep the city, the watchman waketh
but in vain.—Psalm 127:1.

Father in Heaven, the burden of deci-
sion is awesome, the implications are
overwhelming. As Congress bears its
burden, literally millions of Americans
have mobilized for prayer. For this we
thank Thee. Save us, Lord, from an at-
titude so secular that we leave no room
for an eternal God to intervene. As the
Senators struggle with this awful re-
sponsibility, grant them grace to make
room in their minds and hearts for a
God who understands, who loves, who
cares, and who has not uncommonly, in
times past, overruled the plans and the
schemes of the most powerful leaders.
Touch each life in this body with spe-
cial wisdom and grace for these hours.

We ask this in the name of the Prince
of Peace. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore [Mr. BYRD].

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, January 11, 1991.
To the Senate:

Under the provision of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable THOMAS A. DASCHLE, a
Senator from the State of South Dakota, to
perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. DASCHLE thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

(Legislative day of Thursday, January 3, 1991)

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, and
Members of the Senate, in a moment
debate will resume on the Persian Gulf
crisis. Under the consent agreement
obtained last evening, the resolution
which I offered yesterday in behalf of
Senators NUNN, BYRD, PELL, BOREN,
MITCHELL and LEVIN, later cosponsored
by many other Senators, is on the cal-
endar, and I intend to move to proceed
to that resolution today, as I notified
the distinguished Republican leader
last evening.

I also advised the Republican leader
again, as I have previously in several
discussions and as I have stated pub-
licly, that it is my hope and my inten-
tion that the Senate can complete ac-
tion on this matter tomorrow.

I believe that we ought to have a full
and open debate. We had a lengthy day
of such debate yesterday. I anticipate
another one today, and I hope that we
could continue the debate and com-
plete action by voting on tomorrow.

As all Senators know but most Amer-
icans do not, under the rules of the
Senate I cannot fix a time for voting
unilaterally, since under Senate rules
each Senator has the right to speak for
as long as he or she wishes, and, since
under those same rules any Senator
may offer any number of amendments
that he or she wishes, the only way in
which we can fix a time for voting is by
unanimous consent, or, should the Sen-
ate as a whole decide to invoke cloture
and terminate debate, then ultimately,
at some point thereafter
indeterminative as of now, there could
be votes.

I hope that we do not have a fili-
buster. I hope that no Senator chooses
to invoke his or her rights under the
rules to delay or prevent voting. That
is possible, and of course it is under-
standable under the rules and has oc-
curred in the past. I do not believe that
is the course of action we should take
in this instance. I think each Senator
has a right to express his or her views
both in statements and in votes and
the American people have a right to
know where each of us stands on this
important issue.

So I repeat that it remains my hope
and my intention that we can reach an
agreement and vote on these matters
tomorrow. I will continue to pursue
such an agreement with the Republican
leader and others of my colleagues and
will keep Senators advised throughout
the day of our progress in that regard.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ORDER PERMITTING SENATORS TO
SPEAK

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order there
will now be a period in which Senators
are permitted to speak. The Chair rec-
ognizes the Senator from New Mexico.

THE PERSIAN GULF CRISIS

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today in strong support of the joint
resolution proposed by the majority
leader and many of my colleagues. It is
a resolution which I certainly add my
name to as a cosponsor, which I believe
is rooted in strength and in patience
and in an awareness of the true costs of
‘war.

On the morning of November 8, be-
fore the President announced Ilater
that day that he intended to essen-
tially double the size of our forces in
the Persian Gulf, I wrote to the Presi-
dent expressing my view that the
American people would not support of-
fensive military action until all other
efforts had been exhausted. In hearings
held by the Armed Services Committee
in late November and December, I
heard nothing that would change that
opinion.

Please understand, Mr. President,
that if my view on this issue is rejected
and if the Congress and the President
decide to proceed with military action
beginning on or after January 15, then
I will support funding to ensure that
we prevail in that military action. As a
Member of the Senate I have a respon-
sibility to express my convictions on
the question of whether this country
should go to war at this time.

However, if the decision is made to
go to war, then I also believe strongly
that I and all of us must join together
to do all in our power to ensure vic-
tory.

We all agree that Iraq demonstrated
an outrageous and an unacceptable dis-
regard for international law when it in-
vaded Kuwait on the 2d of August. And
we also agree that Iraq must withdraw
from Kuwait.

But I am not convinced, especially
after hearing the expert testimony of a
dozen defense and national security
specialists who appeared before the
Armed Services Committee. I am not
convinced that offensive military ac-
tion is the correct course to accom-
plish that goal at this time. In fact, I
have come to believe the exact oppo-
site. That is, that a rush to action
would be imprudent, it would be un-
wise, and it would involve unnecessary

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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costs, chief among them the unneces-
sary loss of human life.

In both the short and the long term,
offensive military action soon after
January 15 creates some disturbing re-
sults for which we as a nation are not
yet prepared. Some will portray this as
an argument or a debate between using
force now and never using force, but
that is clearly not the case. I believe
the most appropriate action for the
United States at this time is to main-
tain the international sanctions and
trade embargo and to pursue a diplo-
matic solution while maintaining the
credible threat of force in the future.

I supported the President’s initial de-
ployment of troops to Saudi Arabia.
After the August 2 invasion of Kuwait
there were very real fears that Saddam
Hussein might order his troops to in-
vade Saudi Arabia and other Persian
Gulf states. By his own account, the
President’s objectives at that time
were defensive. The troops, he said,
were intended to fortify the defense of
our Saudi allies and to draw a line
across which Saddam Hussein dare not
step.

To date that line has not been
crossed, and we and our allies have suc-
ceeded in that stated objective. So, too,
the President has succeeded in building
an international coalition against
Iraq's seizure of Kuwait and in obtain-
ing release of all foreign hostages. We
now have an impressive array of coun-
tries, including Arab countries, who
are committed to isolating Saddam
Hussein and constricting his ability to
hold on to Kuwait. The United Nations
itself has approved an unprecedented 12
resolutions against Iraq, including only
the third international economic em-
bargo in its history.

In these efforts the President has
been successful and I have supported
him. But I believe the President has
erred in recent months as he narrowed
his options and imposed an artificial
deadline on our own actions. Time is
on our side if we have the patience to
use it. It is not on Saddam Hussein’s
side.

It became apparent in November the
President had changed his strategy. No
longer were our troops in Saudi Arabia
for defensive purposes. On November 8
the President ordered our Armed
Forces in the Middle East nearly dou-
bled, from 230,000 to 430,000. This was
accompanied by talk not only of re-
moving Iraqi forces from Kuwait but
also of removing Saddam Hussein from
power, removing his current and poten-
tial control over weapons of mass de-
struction and, in late November, in the
President’'s search in the United Na-
tions for an authorization to use force,
he joined in creating an artificial dead-
line, January 15, which now seems to
be driving our entire policy in this
crisis.

Let me cite four reasons that I op-
pose the use of force at this time. First
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I believe that economic sanctions need
more time to work. To expect that
they would succeed in only weeks or a
few months is nothing less than naive.
Former National Security Adviser
Brzezinski stated recently before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
“‘Sanctions are not a blunt instrument
for promptly achieving total surren-
der.” The entire intent of sanctions is
to deny Iraq any benefit from its sei-
zure of Kuwait and at the same time to
reduce Saddam’s ability and his will to
continue the lawless occupation of Ku-
wait. If history is any indication, sanc-
tions can work.

In a recent study by the Institute for
International Economics, a study of 115
cases of sanctions being imposed since
early in this century, success was
achieved 40 times. Iraq is particularly
vulnerable, since its economy is de-
pendent on oil exports which have been
totally cut off. It has only recently
concluded a bloody 10-year war with
Iran. Obviously that is no guarantee of
success in this case. But I pose this
question: What do we have to lose by
waiting?

The current U.N. sanctions are easily
the most far reaching ever imposed on
any single nation by anyone. Even if
they do not work in all respects, Sad-
dam Hussein, with his borders sealed
off against all but minor smuggling
and with a finite reserve of supplies
with which to feed his people and his
war machine, is likely to be weaker
months from now than he will be on
January 15.

A second reason that we should not
resort to force at this time is that just
as we need more time to see if sanc-
tions will work, we also need more
time to pursue a diplomatic resolution
of the crisis. The failed talks in Geneva
Wednesday clearly are not the end of
diplomatic efforts. The Secretary Gen-
eral of the United Nations is on his
way to Iraq at this very moment.

France and other European allies
have indicated the desire to pursue fur-
ther diplomatic initiatives. Algeria has
also been active in facilitating a dialog
among Arab nations. These and any
other initiatives by the international
community must be allowed to run
their course. We should not underesti-
mate our ability to accomplish the
goal of forcing Saddam Hussein out of
Kuwait through peaceful means. We
should not prejudge the outcome of
sanctions. And we should not prejudge
efforts to resolve this crisis peacefully.

A third reason for us to stop short of
a declaration of war at this time is the
enormous loss of life that may well re-
sult if war begins. Secretary Baker has
said repeatedly that if we commence a
military action it will be ‘‘sudden,
massive, and decisive."”

I would only add that it will also be
catastrophic and that we must expect
that the loss of human life will be sub-
stantial. Many in the administration
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and even some in Congress appear to be
convinced that if we attack now the
ensuing war will be short and will re-
sult in minimal U.S. casualties. But
others, whose opinions I respect, con-
clude that while that is a possible out-
come, it is equally or more likely that
casualties could be significant and that
the fighting could drag on.

I do not know how long a war with
Iraq would last. I do know that vir-
tually everything in human experience
takes longer than it is expected to
take. History is replete with wars
which proved to be longer and more
costly in human life than their instiga-
tors expected.

The Germans, the Italians, and the
Japanese made that fatal mistake in
their planning of the actions which led
to the Second World War. We ourselves
learned this tragic lesson in the Civil
War.

The fourth reason that a declaration
of war would be premature at this time
is the potential cost of early military
action to the stability of that region
and to the U.S. role in that region.
Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, Admiral Crowe, who has been
quoted here many times by many Sen-
ators, in his excellent testimony to the
Armed Services Committee stated,
‘‘Posturing ourselves to promote sta-
bility for the long term is our primary
national interest in the Middle East
* * * the United States initiating hos-
tilities could well exacerbate many of
the tensions * * * and further polarize
the Arab world.”

President Bush himself has stated
that one of our main goals in this crisis
is restoring stability and security to
the region. The obvious question is will
early military action promote stability
in the region, and I have grave doubts.
Can we realistically expect our Arab
allies to remain with us, once we begin
a mass assault against Iraq? If we suc-
ceeded in destroying Iraq's ability to
wage war, how likely is it that other
regional powers will try to fill that
void? How much of a long-term mili-
tary presence are we committing our-
selves to maintain in Iraq, once the
war is concluded? And what will be the
reaction of other Arab countries to our
continued long-term presence there?

At some point offensive action may
be necessary, but I believe these and
other questions about the costs of
early military action on the stability
of the Middle East should be addressed
before we decide that we have reached
that point. Once in the war, these are
the questions with which we will be im-
mediately confronted.

Mr. President, I would like to discuss
very briefly the New World order that
President Bush has referred to in the
past few months. In an interview with
Newsweek that appeared on November
26, President Bush stated:

We must not reward aggression * * *, The
civilized world is now in the process of fash-
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ioning the rules that will govern the New
World order beginning to emerge in the
aftermath of the cold war. * * * If the world
looks the other way in this first crisis of the
post-cold-war era, other would-be Baddams
will conclude correctly that aggression pays.
We must either be prepared to respond now
or face a much greater set of challenges
down the road.

Mr. President, I also hope for a post-
cold-war era of sustained peace, but I
do not believe that aggression is now
or in our lifetime will be a thing of the
past. Believing that early offensive
military action in this first crisis of
the post-cold-war era will end aggres-
sion is a basic misreading of human na-
ture. I am not certain of what exactly
the President means by a New World
order, and I have questions about using
this particular crisis as a model for fu-
ture crises.

While I agree that we must not re-
ward aggression, I do not believe that
rushing into war is the only way to
keep from rewarding that aggression. I
have grave doubts about the wisdom of
predicating future world peace on a
rush into war at this time.

If a New World order is to prevail in
the coming years, I am also concerned
about the role the United States is to
play in that New World order. Are we,
the United States, to ensure that ag-
gression anywhere in the globe is
stopped? Will this responsibility fall to
us since the United States is the only
country in the world which has a mili-
tary capability to achieve this? Cer-
tainly, no other country could under-
take and sustain the mobilization of
forces that we have accomplished over
the last 5 months.

Is our role that of the enforcer of this
New World order?

I also have concerns about the roles
that our allies should play in this New
World order. Clearly, two of our closest
allies—Japan and Germany—both
stand to lose more from Saddam’s ac-
tion than we do because of their great-
er dependence on Middle East oil, and
clearly they have shown little commit-
ment to involving themselves in mili-
tary actions to punish his aggression.

I am disappointed, as are many of my
colleagues, by the lack of action by our
allies in an operation which is clearly
at least as much in their interest as it
is in ours. I wonder how can the Amer-
ican people be asked to sacrifice for
this New World order when two of our
closest and strongest allies are off pur-
suing a world order of their own.

I also have strong doubts that a rush
to war against Iraq will get us to that
New World order when many of the
other members of our coalition are
clearly reluctant to begin that war.
Yet, uneasiness about war among the
members of the United Nations and
among our close allies leads me to be-
lieve that offensive military action at
this time would damage the world’'s
ability to undertake international ef-
forts in the future. I believe that the
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New World order, whatever that may
prove to be, would be better served by
continuing sanctions and diplomatic
efforts.

Two days ago, we saw the failure of
talks between the United States Sec-
retary of State and the Iragi Foreign
Minister in Geneva. Not only did we
see the failure of talks, but the refusal
of the Iraqi Foreign Minister to hon-
estly address the issue of Iraq’'s inva-
sion of Kuwait. The natural response of
the American people is one of dis-
appointment but also one of anger and
of frustration, and the temptation for
all of us is to bring U.S. military force
to bear at this time.

In my view, Mr. President, that
course is not in the best interest of the
American people or of the world com-
munity. We should not allow our frus-
tration and the lack of a clear path to
prevent us from continuing to search
for a peaceful solution.

Many statesmen have been quoted
during this debate and I am sure many
will be in the next 2 days. One
quotation I would like to bring to the
attention of the Senate is a statement
by Winston Churchill in his extensive
writings. He said:

Those who are prone * * * to seek sharp
and clear-cut solutions of difficult and ob-
scure problems * * * have not always been
right. On the other hand, those whose incli-
nation is to bow their heads, to seek pa-
tiently and faithfully for peaceful com-
promise, are not always wrong. On the con-
trary, in the majority of instances they may
be right not only morally but from a prac-
tical standpoint. How many wars have been
averted by patience and persisting good will!

If all other means of obtaining Iraqi
compliance with United Nations reso-
lutions prove futile and a consensus is
reached at home and abroad that mili-
tary action is the only solution, then
at that point, the President should
come to Congress. He should request a
declaration of war. At that point, I be-
lieve the Senate would grant such an
authorization. But we are not at that
point today. I urge my colleagues to
stop short of authorizing war.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I won-
der if the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico might be willing to engage
in a brief discussion with this Senator.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I will be pleased to.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank my good
friend from New Mexico. He and I have
worked closely during the course of the
past 8 years during our joint tenure
and worked very closely on the im-
peachment case involving Judge Hast-
ings that he chaired and I cochaired. I
have a very high regard for Senator
BINGAMAN, and I compliment him on a
very well-reasoned presentation, not to
say that I agree with all aspects of it,
but I did with many aspects, especially
his comment about the keen interest of
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Japan and Germany in Mideast oil and
the failure of those 2 countries to as-
sume a fair burden, and the thrust of
his contention that others of our allies
have not done a fair share.

But the point that I would like to
discuss very briefly this morning—and
I intend to make a more complete
statement later this morning—turns on
the consideration that Congress is giv-
ing to those important issues at this
time, January 11, 4 days from the Janu-
ary 15 cutoff, contrasted with the con-
sideration of these issues at an earlier
time.

I was interested to note that the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico
commented that he had written the
President on November 8 objecting to
the increased use of force, or the in-
creased allocation of force—strike the
use of force, it was not used—but the
increase of our force in Saudi Arabia,
and that he also was concerned on No-
vember 29 when the U.N. resolution was
established fixing January 15, 1991, as
the day after which force could be used.

I had expressed yesterday on the Sen-
ate floor my preference to allow eco-
nomic sanctions to have lasted longer
and not to have had a January 15 cutoff
date, but said that it seemed to me
that being in the posture we were in as
of January 10, January 11, that it was
much too late in the day to try to
change U.S. foreign policy and rep-
resentations and commitments which
had been made by the President on be-
half of the United States. Looking
back to November is not useful in the
sense of turning back the clock, but I
think it does bear on what U.S. policy
might be at some time in the future,
and I think it also bears on the ques-
tion as to whether it is appropriate and
timely to change that policy today.

When we assembled in mid-November
to select our leaders, the distinguished
Senator from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR] took
the initiative and proposed a special
session. Many of us backed him up on
that. As I know the Senator from New
Mexico will recall, the majority leader
and the Speaker of the House retained
authority after adjournment to recon-
vene the Congress on this issue, realiz-
ing that that might be necessary.

It seems to this Senator that Con-
gress had the opportunity to reconvene
in mid-November and express itself on
a resolution objecting to the buildup of
forces in Saudi Arabia and the change
of posture from defensive to poten-
tially offensive mode. Congress could
have reassembled itself in late Novem-
ber when we were on notice, as was the
world, when the President was seeking
a January 15 date in the United Na-
tions resolution and was negotiating
with the Soviets and the Chinese who
were hard to deal with at that time,
and the French and other members of
the Security Council who were also not
too easy to deal with at that time.
Congress had the opportunity to come
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into session in November and say we do
not want an arbitrary day, we want to
give sanctions an adequate opportunity
to work—and there were some projec-
tions at that time that they might
take a year, as the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] said yes-
terday.

I have two questions to propound to
my colleague from New Mexico. The
first is: Would it not have been far pref-
erable for the Congress to have been
convened shortly after the November 8
deployment of additional forces, or
sometime hopefully immediately be-
fore the November 29 U.N. resolution,
or at least shortly thereafter? And the
second part which is related to the first
part is: Is there not a prejudice to the
President’s position and substantial
prejudice to the other members of the
United Nations who have relied upon
the President's position and the con-
gressional silence thereby making it
extremely difficult if not impossible to
alter that key aspect of U.S. foreign
policy today?

Mr. BINGAMAN. In my view, there
are several reasons we could go back in
the last several months and say ‘It
would be preferable if * * * If we
want to begin, it would have been pref-
erable for the President to have ad-
vised the leadership of Congress before
deciding to essentially double the
troop strength in the Middle East or
Saudi Arabia. No such action was
taken by the administration. It was
not determined that this was some-
thing that required consultation with
Members of Congress.

I think that would have certainly
been preferable. Had that occurred,
then I think it is very conceivable that
the leadership of Congress would have
seen there was a very major shift in
U.S. strategy that was manifest in that
decision to double our troop strength
and that Congress did need to express
itself. But the President chose not to
do that.

I point out also that as far as wheth-
er we should be acting now, the Presi-
dent has made it very clear repeatedly
that he has not made a decision to use
military force. Accordingly, I believe it
is entirely appropriate and responsible
for the Congress to be here carrying
out its constitutional responsibility
and giving its best advice to the Presi-
dent and determining under the Con-
stitution, as it is required to do,
whether the use of force is required at
this time.

This is not second-guessing the Presi-
dent’'s decision to use force. The Presi-
dent has said he has not made that de-
cision. He has set an arbitrary dead-
line. The United Nations has set an ar-
bitrary deadline after which they
would like blanket authority to use
force as they determine it is appro-
priate.

I, for one, am not willing to give
them that blanket authority. I can un-
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derstand why members of the United
Nations might, because, quite frankly,
they have much less to lose than the
United States. Most of the troops en-
gaged in this activity are U.S. troops
and U.S. personnel.

But clearly I think that this body,
the Senate, is entirely in its rights and
acting appropriately in dealing with
this issue before a decision to use force
is made. It is my clear understanding
that that decision has not been made.

Mr. SPECTER. I would disagree re-
spectfully with my distinguished col-
league that we are not second-guessing
the President, for this reason: It is true
that he has not said he will use force,
but he wishes to have the option to use
force. If the Congress adopts the Mitch-
ell resolution, we will be denying him
the option to use force. So that he has
proceeded for a long period of time, at
least from November 29, 1990, to Janu-
ary 11, 1991, and has represented to the
other members of the United Nations
that he is in a position to carry out
U.N. Resolution 678. He has in fact ex-
pressed himself that he does not need
congressional authority to use force in
the Persian Gulf,

My own reading of the Constitution
is that authority from Congress is nec-
essary, but there could be a situation if
Congress sat back and did nothing, as
it appeared for some time, and the Con-
gress did not express itself, and then,
given the subtleties of authority under
the Constitution with the President as
Commander in Chief and congressional
inaction, that would have posed a dif-
ferent issue. But if the Congress adopts
the Mitchell resolution and says eco-
nomic sanctions now, no force now,
then it seems to me the Congress really
is, to use the Senator’s phrase, second-
guessing the President.

When the Senator from New Mexico
says that it would have been preferable
for the President to advise the Con-
gress and consult in advance on the in-
crease in force, I have to disagree
sharply with that contention, for this
reason: The Congress was on notice
that the President intended to sharply
increase U.S. forces in the Persian
Gulf, on notice well in advance of the
time that the first deployments were
made, and in fact as of this moment all
of the deployments have not yet been
made.

It would have been highly desirable
had a series of meetings been held in
advance. I am not saying that would
not have been a good course. I believe
that at least one Senator was called in
advance.

There is some controversy about hav-
ing been given only a few hours’', per-
haps 2 hours’ notice, but when we deal
with matters of this moment it seems
to this Senator that we do not stick to
niceties and say well, if the President
did not give us formal notice and for-
mal consultation, then we did not have
a duty to come forward.
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Mr. BINGAMAN. That is certainly
not my position, let me make it clear.

Mr. SPECTER. Let me finish the
thought and I will yield. It seems to me
that once the Congress knows that the
President is going to markedly in-
crease forces in the Persian Gulf, to
have an offensive posture, and the Con-
gress disagrees with that, then the
Congress ought to act immediately.
And once the Congress knows the
President is seeking a resolution from
the United Nations and they were
tough negotiations which lasted a long
time before the U.N. resolution was
adopted, the Congress had a duty to
convene if it disagreed with that policy
of limiting economic sanctions to Jan-
uary 15 and putting on that date.

So while I do agree with what the
distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico has said about we could have had a
lot of different policies in the past, I
think this posture and this timing
bears very heavily on the judgment we
make today.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I would just respond
by saying I am not suggesting there is
some kind of formality that should
have been followed. I am saying when
the Congress adjourned there was no
understanding on my part, and cer-
tainly I do not know of any—I sit on
the Armed Services Committee where
we were briefed on a regular basis on
this matter. I had no understanding
that we were going to increase troop
strength in the Middle East or in Saudi
Arabia from 230,000 to 430,000 personnel.
That was not contemplated at the time
the Congress adjourned, in my view.

If the President did have that in
mind, he should have called in the
leadership and said we have a major
change in approach, a major change in
strategy. Had he done that, then per-
haps we would have had a different set
of actions that followed. But what has
followed has followed, and clearly the
Congress is doing what it is required
under our Constitution to do today,
and that is meeting to debate whether
we should go to war, whether we should
use military action.

I am persuaded that it is an entirely
appropriate role for us. The President
needs to listen to these debates, and
the President needs to abide by the will
of Congress on this. And the Congress
needs to be in a position where, if cir-
cumstances change—I do not know how
this vote will come out; it is possible.
Were the President to prevail and get a
blanket authority to commence mili-
tary action anytime after January 15,
if that is the case, then a declaration of
war will have been made, in effect. And
certainly, I will support that decision.

But if that is not the case, then the
President, in my view, needs to pursue
the course that this resolution sets
out; that is, economic sanctions, pur-
sue diplomatic efforts, continue to try
to find a peaceful resolution of this
matter. And when and if he determines
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that is not in any way promising, he
can come back to Congress. Again, the
Congress can consider the situation.

Mr. SPECTER. I agree totally with
the distinguished Senator fromm New
Mexico that the Congress is doing what
it should do at this time. Better late
than never. But on the merits, I think
we would have had a very different pic-
ture had we looked at it and were on
notice about his intention to increase
troop strength in the Mideast, in the
Persian Gulf, and if we were on notice
of his intention to have a military op-
tion after January 15.

I just think on the merits, it weighs
very heavily against a peaceful resolu-
tion at this time.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

WIRTH). The Senator from Pennsylva-
nia has the floor.

Mr. SPECTER. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, in 19356——

Mr. JOHNSTON. Did the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. SPECTER. I yield for a question.

Mr. REID. If the Senator from Lou-
isiana has any objection whatsoever—I
have spoken previously to the Senator
from Pennsylvania indicating that I
was going to give a statement. If the
Senator would rather I not do that—I
would be happy to return the floor to
the Senator from Pennsylvania and
seek recognition on my own.

Mr. SPECTER. I had thought the
Senator from Nevada was interrupting
for a question. But I did previously ad-
vise, although I was on the floor ear-
lier, that I would yield to the Senator
from Nevada for remaining statements,
if that is his request. In any event, I
now yield the floor.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

OUR ROLE IN RELATION TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. REID. Mr. President, in 1935 Italy
invaded Ethiopia. Writing after the
World War of which that invasion
proved to be the opening shots, Win-
ston Churchill reflected that
Mussolini’s designs were unsuited to
the ethics of the 20th century, that
they belonged to the Dark Ages and
that such conduct was both obsolete
and reprehensible.

Both Italy and Ethiopia were mem-
bers of the League of Nations. Church-
i1l called it a test case for that ‘‘instru-
ment of world government upon which
the hopes of all good men were found-
ed."” The league failed that test. It im-
posed sanctions which Churchill noted
merely stimulated the Italian war spir-
it.

Churchill, writing from the wisdom
of years of greatness, said that Britain
should have interposed her fleet and
gone to war, if necessary. If ever, he
said, ‘‘there was an opportunity of
striking a decisive blow in a generous
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cause with the minimum of risk, it was
here and now.”

Mr. President, it is again 1935 and a
dictator has invaded Abyssinia. It is
1932 and Japan has slashed into a help-
less China. It is 1938 and Germany has
goose-stepped into Czechoslovakia.

Once again, Mr. President, a dictator
is on the march. But this time the
world is different. There is an effective
world body, there are powers ready to
take action on behalf of that body, and
there is no countervailing threat to
stay our hand.

If it is necessary we are prepared and
capable to act in the cause of preven-
tion of aggression, justice for the weak
and defenseless and, dare I say, free-
dom and democracy.

There are those among us Mr. Presi-
dent, who say that Kuwait is a monar-
chy, far from home and hardly worth a
fight or the expenditure of resources,
let alone the blood of one American
soldier. The same might have been
said, Mr. President, the same was said
of China and Ethiopia. By the time the
democracies decided to fight it was a
very near thing. By the time America,
over the vehement opposition of a
strong body of isolationism, edged to-
ward supporting the forces of democ-
racy it was almost too late; for mil-
lions of innocent men, women, and
children it was too late.

Mr. President, I hear whispers of
those voices today. I hear in this
Chamber the faint echo of men like
Senator William Borah who believed
that reality and a wide ocean de-
manded that we look to our own de-
fenses; that we abandon democracy
outside this hemisphere as a lost cause.

Mr. President, 1 remember as a young
man, hearing John F. Kennedy tell this
body and the Nation in his State of the
Union Address that the mere absence
of war is not peace. As long, Mr. Presi-
dent, as one nation may subdue an-
other free and independent state by
force of arms there is no peace. As long
as one nation may at will threaten to
strike the cities of another and attack
her civilians with poison gas and weap-
ons of mass destruction, there is no
peace.

As long, Mr. President, as Iraq con-
tinues to occupy, and pillage, and plun-
der, and lay waste to Kuwait, as long
as the Iragi Army continues to rape,
and torture, and brutalize, and murder
the people of that tiny land, for that
long, Mr. President there is no peace.

The question before this body today
is an essential one of constitutional
implications. May the President fulfill
his role as Commander in Chief, and
what is our role in relation to the
President?

I would say this to my fellow Sen-
ators. Over the years I have served in
Washington I have learned that one
does not take military action by com-
mittee. That is the duty, it was de-
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signed by the Founding Fathers to be
the job of our Chief Executive.

We have a part as a body, most cer-
tainly. If we disapprove of the action
taken we may force its cessation by
terminating funding. If we wish to halt
an action in advance we may order
that no funds be spent. We have the
power to declare war. What we do not
have is the power to make war.

The President must be able to deal
with foreign hostilities with a free
hand; to use the diplomatic corps and
the Marine Corps with equal facility,
subject only to our power to force a
halt to actions we deem contrary to
the national interest.

Mr. President, at this point and
based on what we know about Saddam
Hussein and the dark forces which rule
Iraq, I do not believe that allowing the
President to conduct a strong foreign
policy is against that interest. Until he
shows me otherwise I believe that
George Bush, President of the United
States, a man who has seen the face of
war in person, will act with the utmost
concern for protecting the lives of our
service men and women.

I urge the President, to spend money
rather than lives, equipment rather
than humanity, and to follow the tradi-
tion we have always had in wartime, to
never send a man where we can send a
bullet.

Before I close, Mr. President, I would
like to address one other point. We
have heard much over these past days
and weeks about the failure of our al-
lies to come to our support. Since I
have quoted so much today from a
British statesman, I would like to men-
tion a special relationship, our alliance
with Great Britain.

It is an alliance which for 80 years
has held firm, and which once again
shows the unyielding bonds between
our two peoples. There are 35,000 Brit-
ish troops in the gulf; soldiers, sailors,
and airmen a significant number of
their overall military. They have
placed themselves at America’'s dis-
posal, and under American command,
to join us in the fight, and if necessary,
to lay down their lives at our side. Mr.
President, there can be no stronger or
finer expression of brotherhood.

Mr. President, I will close with an-
other thought by Winston Churchill:
‘““There is no merit in putting off a war
for a year if when it comes, it is a far
worse war and one much harder to
win.”

Mr. President, all the evidence shows
the Iragis are stalling for time while
they improve their defense and at-
tempt to destroy our coalition. Delay
will only strengthen their hands and
harden their hearts. If sanctions are
working, America can stay its hand. If
sanctions are not enough, then let us
strike while the coalition stands firm
and our convictions and our morale are
high. Let us achieve a clear-cut victory
and get our troops out of the Middle
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