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Again, this is not rocket science
here. We are just basically talking
about what we already have for your
hospital bills, and we are just saying
we want to build on a very successful
Medicare program to provide coverage
for all seniors. There is no magic here.
I believe that with the cost factor and
the large pool, that the cost probably
would not be that much, considering
what we are spending on everything
else, as our colleague from Massachu-
setts pointed out.

So if I could just conclude and thank
my colleagues for participating to-
night, the main concern I have right
now, to be perfectly honest, is that we
do not have any action by the Repub-
licans on this issue. They talked about
it 2 or 3 weeks ago and promised they
were going to bring it up before Memo-
rial Day. They have not.

I disagree with the gentleman in the
sense that I would just as soon they
bring some bill to the floor and have a
debate, because I am fearful we are not
going to get to it at all. Clearly when
that debate occurs, what the Repub-
lican leadership talked about is not ac-
ceptable. It is not going to do any-
thing. It is not going to provide any
meaningful coverage for anybody.
Hopefully we will have the ability as
Democrats to bring up a proposal simi-
lar to what we outlined today and have
a debate on something so important to
the American people. I would say we
are going to come back here. I know
the gentleman from Maine is going to
come back here, and we are going to
keep talking about this over and over
again until the Republicans bring it up
and allow an opportunity to address
the issue.

————
SUPPORTING ISRAEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
IssA). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 3, 2001, the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I apologize
to the hard-working members of our
staff for keeping them here at this
hour. I do not often indulge in long
speeches at this time of night, but I do
feel an obligation to talk about the sit-
uation in the Middle East, particularly
the security of Israel and the position
of Israel vis-a-vis the United States, for
2 reasons.

First, it is a subject both very impor-
tant and very emotional. A large num-
ber of people in my district, as in every
other, care deeply about this. I believe
the people who feel the most strongly
and the largest number are people who,
like myself, have both an emotional at-
tachment to Israel and also a strong
intellectual degree of support for it.
There are others who are troubled by
what is happening in the Middle East
and are somewhat critical or harshly
critical of the Israeli government.

I think it is an obligation of those of
us in elected office when an issue is of
this importance to explain ourselves,
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and I find here, given the complexity of
the issue, I think it is an essentially
simple one. I believe that simplicity
consists of the fact that for more than
50 years, until maybe recently, and we
still do not know this, there has been
an unwillingness on the part of the
Arab community in the Middle East to
allow Israel to exist.

The troubles began when the UN
voted in a resolution, UN resolutions
have become the currency in the Mid-
dle East of late, but the most impor-
tant UN resolution, the one which said
that there should be 2 states, Israel and
Palestine, was not only disregarded by
the Arab world at that time, but be-
came the occasion for violent attack,
and it always ought to be remembered
if the Arab world had abided by UN res-
olutions b50-some years ago, we would
have the 2-state solution which so
many, including myself, think is the
best ultimate answer, without a lot of
killing and without a lot of misery and
pain. But while there is essential sim-
plicity to the issue, there are, when
things have been going on for 55 years,
a great deal of complexity, and that
needs to be addressed.

But I also want to talk about it be-
cause precisely because I do believe
very strongly that the continued exist-
ence of Israel as a free, democratic so-
ciety, with secure boundaries, is impor-
tant morally for the world, as well as
in our interests as a country. I worry
that some people, particularly within
Israel, may have misinterpreted recent
events in the United States.

I think there continues to be very
strong support for Israel’s right to
exist and for its right to have secure
boundaries. I think there is a great
deal of admiration, as there should be,
for what Israel has accomplished eco-
nomically and socially and politically
in the broadest sense, that is, main-
taining a democracy.

The excuse we often hear from viola-
tors of human rights, people who dis-
regard democratic procedures, is that
democracy is kind of a luxury for a na-
tion that is at peace, but we are often
told when a nation is at war, it really
cannot afford to be democratic, it can-
not afford such luxuries as electing a
government and then throwing it out
of office by open means, a freely crit-
ical parliament, open press, free
speech.

In fact, Israel, from the moment of
its existence, was under siege, indeed,
people were attacking it before it ex-
isted as a sovereign nation. It has been
in a war-like state, unfortunately, I
think not through its own choice, for
its entire existence, and, despite that,
has brought forward one of the most
flourishing democracies in the world
and, sadly, the only democracy of any
consistency in that part of the world.
So I am grateful to the people of Israel
for showing that democracy is not a
source of weakness, not something to
be put aside when things are tough, but
a source of great strength.

That respect for Israel, that admira-
tion for it, that understanding that it
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has played a very important role as an
ally of America, all contribute to a
great deal of American support for
Israel, as does the fact as it is, as we
know, the successor state to that hor-
ror, the Holocaust, in which an orga-
nized state tried to wipe out a people,
and came closer than anyone would
have thought before could have been
done.

Yes, there is a moral obligation to
the remnants of the Holocaust and
they were given a safe haven. As we
know, had there been such a place dur-
ing the time of the Holocaust, many
who died, many who escaped only to be
sent back because no one would take
them, would still be alive.

So there is legitimately a great deal
of support for Israel. What I fear, how-
ever, is that some within Israel will as-
sume that that support is there, here in
America, no matter what, despite pol-
icy decisions Israel might take.

Now, Israel is a democracy, as I said,
and people will say, you know, a de-
mocracy has a right to make its own
choices. Of course it does. The people of
Israel have a right to elect govern-
ments, advocate positions, as any de-
mocracy does. I will note that there is
a certain inconsistency from some who
now say that because when Ehud Barak
was prime minister and trying very
hard with the support of former Presi-
dent Clinton to reach a reasonable
peace, some of those who now tell me
that it is inappropriate to differ with
the government of Israel were much
less reluctant to do that under Prime
Minister Barak or under the martyred
Prime Minister Yitzak Rabin. But
Israel has a right to make decisions.

On the other hand, it is also the case
that the United States is a democracy
and it has a right to make decisions.

Now, American support at a very
high level is essential, I believe, for
Israel to be able to survive as a free
and secure society. It is a small popu-
lation. They have done wonders. But
they are so heavily outnumbered, they
are devoid of the kind of resources that
many of their historic enemies have
had, and there has been, for reasons
that do the rest of the world no credit,
a great deal of unfair criticism, I
think, of Israel, so Israel has really
found itself consistently bereft of
friends in many cases when it counted,
with the consistent exception of the
United States.

It is entirely valid for the United
States, in my judgment, to provide a
degree of military assistance to Israel.
This is a nation which is forced to sur-
vive to spend a very high percentage of
its own income on the military. I think
America plays a very useful role in
helping them deal with that.

It is a nation which has had a policy
of taking in people from the former So-
viet Union, from Ethiopia, from Arab
countries who were driven out, Yemen,
Morocco and elsewhere. It is very im-
portant that they be able to play that
role, and I think the money we provide
is helpful.



May 20, 2002

We should note, of course, Israel is
the number one recipient of American
foreign aid, and Egypt is the second
largest recipient of foreign aid, and
that is probably because 25 years ago
the leaders of Egypt and Israel,
Menachem Begin and Anwar Sadat,
took great risks for peace and engaged
in a great transfer of land, really a
somewhat extraordinary example in
history, where the victorious nation,
Israel, gave back to the defeated nation
a very large piece of land, the Sinai
desert, so that you could begin to have
peace.

While there have been problems and
difficulties, peace has in fact survived
there, and I think the work of
Menachem Begin and Anwar Sadat was
vindicated. People should note that
Menachem Begin, who was one of the
intellectual and political founders of
the current conservative movement in
Israel, not only made peace with
Egypt, not only gave back land, but
presided over the dismantlement of a
settlement, a Jewish settlement, in the
Sinai, so that it could be given back. I
think that is a very important prece-
dent that I will get back to.

But we should understand that the
United States gives high levels of aid
to Israel and Egypt in part because of
a perception that these are allies, in
part because of the great admiration
we have for Israeli society, but also
since 1977-78 because these two nations
undertook that peace agreement, and I
think it was an entirely constructive
policy begun in the Carter administra-
tion and carried through Presidents
Reagan and Bush and Clinton, and now
President Bush again, to say that if
countries in an area that is very impor-
tant to America take risks for peace
and try very hard to overcome these
difficulties, the United States will try
to help out. That was an entirely fit-
ting situation and people should under-
stand.
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That is the biggest single reason why
there was this ongoing degree of aid.
So I think that is entirely appropriate.
I look forward to continuing to support
a level of aid appropriate to Israel until
and unless there is a peace; and if and
when peace is achieved, yes, it will be
possible to reduce the level of aid.

For a variety of reasons, then, it is
clearly important for Israel to be able
to maintain this degree of support in
America. I worry that there are people
in the United States, some of whom are
genuine, strong, emotional supporters
of Israel; some of whom are unable to
resist the temptation to use Israel for
domestic American political purposes,
who may be giving Israel the wrong
kind of support. It is no service to a
friend to encourage that friend to mis-
understand the situation and, in par-
ticular, to feel that it has a degree of
invulnerability when there may be
some vulnerability.

In particular, Mr. Speaker, I think
the recent resolution by the Likud
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Party to say that under no cir-
cumstances would they support, if they
were in control, those who passed that
resolution of the Government of Israel
that under no circumstances would
they support a Palestinian state in the
West Bank and the Gaza Strip. I think
that was a grave error.

Now, I think it was a grave error
from the policy standpoint. As I have
said, one of the great sources of
strengths of Israel is that it is a de-
mocracy. I mentioned how democratic
Israel is, even in the face of all these
attacks. I recently got a great example
of Israel’s commitment to human
rights in an area that probably would
not have gotten much attention 20
years ago; it probably would have not
been able to be something to be dis-
cussed 20 years ago.

But when I was in Israel in January
of this year, having participated for 5
days in various political discussions
with Israeli officials and others, in-
cluding the Palestinians, about the
state of peace, I then spent a few days
meeting with people in Israel’s gay and
lesbian community. I was very pleased
to be at a meeting in Tel Aviv of a city
council member in Israel who is a les-
bian and able to be open about it. I
went to the Jerusalem Open House, a
community center, for gay and lesbian
people of Arab or Jewish background in
Israel. I met with the head of the
Aguda, the overall umbrella Israeli ac-
tivist organization.

I was pleased to learn that not only
do gay and lesbian people serve openly
in the Israeli Army; by the way, for
those who think that having open gay
and lesbian military people undermines
the morale and the effectiveness of the
Army, I think they will have a hard
time explaining that to people in the
Israeli Defense Force whose morale and
effectiveness I do not think has re-
cently been questioned and where open-
ly gay and lesbian officers not only
serve, but whose domestic partners
have benefits.

I contrast that, Mr. Speaker, sadly,
with the degree of oppression of the
gay and lesbian people that takes place
in the Arab world. I have recently had
occasion to write several letters along
with my colleague who is the ranking
Democrat on the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and my colleague,
who is the Republican Chair of the sub-
committee of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, the gentleman
from Florida, and some others, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut. We have had
to complain to the government of
Egypt because of a pattern of system-
atic oppression of gay people simply
because they were gay. They gave
other excuses, but that is clearly not
what is at issue. Nobody was imposing
himself on anyone else, no one was mo-
lesting young people. These were gay
men who were being prosecuted.

Well, the contrast between an Israel
in which, frankly, Palestinians who are
gay who live in the occupied territories
come to Israel proper because they can
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get protection, because they get a de-
gree of security within Israel that they
cannot get at home. I am very proud of
that. I am very proud of the democracy
of Israel. I am proud, I say, because I
have been a supporter of that state,
and I believe it is a very important ex-
ample it gives to the world about how
to be democratic. And let me repeat,
the Israeli Defense Forces, there are
few militaries in the world that have
been under consistently a greater
strain, and they have openly gay and
lesbian military officials, and they
serve with great distinction and no
negativism whatsoever.

Now, it is important, I believe, for
Israel’s position that it continue to be
democratic. When we have a major po-
litical party say that they do not want
to see a Palestinian state, the implica-
tion there is that Israel continues to be
a nation which has a democratic popu-
lation, a democratic legal population,
which includes, of course, a consider-
able Arab population; and while there
are shortcomings in the way in which
Israel has dealt with its Arab popu-
lation, the fact is that Arabs have been
in the parliament, Arabs have full po-
litical rights, and the democracy that
exists even regarding Arabs in Israel
sadly exceeds that in terms of democ-
racy for most of the Arabs in the Mid-
dle East who are not allowed the free-
dom to criticize the government. I hope
that the Israelis will understand the
importance of preserving that. I be-
lieve that they do.

But in addition to a democratically
ruled society within Israel, Israel has
found itself presiding over territories
inhabited by Palestinians outside
Israel who do not have those kinds of
rights.

Now, at this point I do think it is im-
portant to look at history. One of the
problems that has affected, unfairly, it
seems to me, negatively, the opinion
people have had of Israel is that his-
tory is not always known to people. If
one just turns on the television today
or picks up a newspaper and sees a sit-
uation where this nation, Israel, is rul-
ing over Arabs in the Gaza Strip and
West Bank, if one believes in democ-
racy and self-rule, that does not look
good. And if, in fact, Israel had gratu-
itously simply marched into those ter-
ritories at some point and established
some deal with them, Israel would have
been wrong. It is, therefore, important
at this point to look at the history.

I mentioned that the history here be-
gins with a universal Arab rejection by
Iraq, by Jordan, by Egypt, by Syria. A
universal rejection of these nations of
Israel’s right to exist, and an invasion
of this small group of Jews, many of
whom are recently come from the Hol-
ocaust, others, of course, who had been
there for some time; and the new Na-
tion of Israel managed without a lot of
help at that point to defend itself and
establish its position. So at that point
in 1948, when Israel was able to declare
its independence right about this time
of year, we had the State of Israel.
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Now, I have a question for those who
say, well, what we really need is a two-
state solution. Why did the Arab world
not implement one 54 years ago? The
U.N. called for a two-state solution,
Palestine and Israel. The Arabs at-
tacked and tried to prevent that from
happening. The nation that became
Israel was able to defend itself. At that
point, there was an Israel. Also at this
point, the lands that we now refer to as
being occupied by Israel, the Gaza
Strip and the West Bank, were under
the control of Arabs. Jordan controlled
the West Bank, including eastern Jeru-
salem, the Old City. Egypt controlled
the Gaza Strip.

From 1948 to 1967, the Gaza Strip, the
West Bank in east Jerusalem, were
controlled by Arab nations. Why, and I
really think this is a valid question not
often enough asked, why did they not
create a Palestine then? If the Arab
world genuinely believes in a two-state
solution, why did they not implement
one when they had the chance? There
was certainly a period when Israel did
not have the strength, even if it had
the interest, in trying to prevent that
from happening. I do not understand
why the Egyptians and Jordanians did
not get together and create that two-
state solution. They talk about how
much of the West Bank they had; they
had it all, by definition, before 1967.

The reason, I am afraid, is, and this
is very relevant and continues to be,
the reason the Arab world did not im-
plement the two-state solution is that
they were not for a two-state solution.
They were for a one-state solution.
Palestine, no Israel. They did not use
their ability to implement an Arab na-
tion of Palestine in the Gaza Strip and
the West Bank from 1948 to 1967 be-
cause to do so would have meant ac-
cepting the reality of Israel, and they
were not ready to do that. Instead,
what they did was to use the Gaza
Strip and the West Bank and the Golan
Heights of Syria and other lands as a
basis for continuing to attack Israel.
There was a continuing effort to undo
Israel’s existence militarily.

So in 1967, I believe entirely in self-
defense, Israel moved into those adja-
cent areas, which had been used as
places from which Israel was attacked.
That is when Israel moved into the
Gaza Strip and the West Bank, after
the Arab nations, for 19 years, declined
to create a state there and, instead,
preferred to use them as bases to at-
tack Israel. Israel wound up with the
Sinai Peninsula from Egypt, the Gaza
Strip, the West Bank, and the Golan
Heights.

Since that time, the Israelis and, ob-
viously, a lot of history goes back to
the 1973 war, which was more of a
standoff, although it was again an ef-
fort by the Arabs to destroy Israel, the
1973 war was the Arabs taking another
chance, as they did in 1948, of trying to
dismantle Israel and they made some
gains at first but were ultimately un-
able to do that with some help from
the Nixon administration; the Israelis
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were able to defend themselves and
maintain that status quo. Then ensued
a period of people feeling each other
out.

The next thing that happened was
that Menachem Begin met with Anwar
Sadat; Menachem Begin, the leader of
the right in Israel and the man who
undid the previously uninterrupted
rule of the left in Israel politically, and
what he did was to proceed to give the
Sinai Peninsula back to Egypt, not for
any material gain, but remember what
the deal was. Israel gave back the Sinai
Peninsula and dismantled a settlement
of Jews in that peninsula solely for
Egypt’s recognition of Israel’s right to
exist. Until then, that did not exist.

That was a big deal when Anwar
Sadat, the leader of Egypt said yes,
okay, there can be an Israel. That took
from 1948 to 1978. Sadat, of course, was
reviled by many of the Arabs and ulti-
mately murdered within his own coun-
try. Why? Because he dared accept
back a big chunk of Egyptian territory
and said, in return, it is okay, they can
be in Israel. That is a sign of how, as
recently as 21 years ago when he was
murdered, how deeply rooted the un-
willingness to even allow Israel to exist
was.

Things evolved further. Obviously,
many Israelis believed, I think accu-
rately, that while they had the right to
defend themselves, if they could come
to some peaceful agreement, that
would be preferable to living the way
they were living. If they could find a
way for there to be some self-rule in
the Gaza Strip and the West Bank that
would relieve them of the need to be
there, would relieve them of the con-
tradiction in their democratic idealogy
of ruling over people in a way that was
necessarily undemocratic, if they could
refrain from the military attacks on
both sides, that would be healthy.

So they began a process, ultimately,
of trying to negotiate a global peace. It
culminated, most recently, in the
Barak administration offering to give
back almost all of the Golan Heights to
Syria, a hostile nation not just to
Israel, but to the U.S., a nation whose
record of harboring terrorists is one of
the worst, run by one of the most bru-
tal dictators, and now his son is in
power and there appears to be no sig-
nificant improvement from any human
rights rule, but still Israel was willing
to try. That culminated with the offers
made by Prime Minister Barak, with
the support of President Clinton, to
Yasar Arafat in the year 2000.

There was a lot of debate about why
there was an agreement, but we do
know this. Prime Minister Barak of-
fered a significant return of territory
that had been captured in what I think
were legitimate defensive wars, includ-
ing almost all of the Golan Heights. By
the way, he had previously, of course,
drawn away from Lebanon where Israel
had gone in before, and he offered a
great deal more with regard to the
West Bank than people had thought
previously would happen.
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At the time, I remember the argu-
ment was not that this was an unfair
deal, but I ask people to go back and
look at this. We were told this was a
mistake because Arafat was not ready
to make peace. Arafat, we were told,
could not at that point really still sell
to the rest of the Arab world a deal
which, once again, meant the entire ac-
ceptance of Israel’s right to exist.

It is significant here to remember
what a fuss was made a couple of
months ago when Saudi Arabia said, do
you know what, if Israel totally with-
draws from every inch that it captured
in 1967, we will recognize its existence.
Now, that was considered to be a major
breakthrough in 2002, and given the
eternal hostility that they had pledged
to Israel, it was.

But understand this point: If, in fact,
it was a breakthrough for Saudi Arabia
in 2002 to say that there should be an
Israel, what that means is that in 2000,
when Bill Clinton and Ehud Barak were
trying to get Yasser Arafat to make a
deal, the Saudis were on the other side.
The Saudis obviously, by their own ac-
knowledgment, were not ready to sup-
port that in 2000. It could not have been
a big deal in 2002 for them to say, okay,
we are ready to recognize you, if they
had been ready to do that in 2000.

In fact, by the closing days of the
Clinton administration, an offer was
made to Arafat which obviously from
one standpoint was not perfect, it was
made by the military victor in a more
generous way than victors usually are,
but it did not become the basis for ne-
gotiation. It still was essentially re-
jected.

Then, of course, the Clinton adminis-
tration was out of office and the Barak
administration soon after that, and I
think the Bush administration made
then the very grave error of instead of
picking up where it had left off trying
to find out if things were close enough,
the Bush administration decided to
just let things alone, incredibly think-
ing somehow this would make it bet-
ter.

I do not think there is a worse pre-
diction in recent diplomatic history
than the Bush administration view
that walking away from any effort to
bring the Israelis and Palestinians into
a negotiation early in 2001 would some-
how make things better. Clearly, the
consequence has been that things were
much worse.

At any rate, that is where we now
are. And it is in this context that I
think it is a mistake for former Prime
Minister Netanyahu and his allies in
the Likud party to announce that they
are no longer interested in trying to
reach an agreement that would lead to
a Palestinian State in the West Bank
and Gaza. And as I said, from the
standpoint of Israel’s own interest,
that seems to me a mistake, but I have
no authority to make that decision for
the Israelis.

On the other hand, a continued
strong degree of support in the United
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States is important to Israel if it is
going to be able to continue to live as
a free and prosperous society, which it
has become through its own extraor-
dinarily successful efforts.

And here is where the problem is. I
think people within Israel, particularly
within the Likud, and obviously former
Prime Minister Netanyahu, misunder-
stand the nature of American support
for Israel. It is strong, it is morally
based, it is based on a recognition of a
common strategic interest, it is based
on an admiration of what Israel has
done, it is based on a recognition of the
debt on the Holocaust, but it is not in-
finite. It is not a support that will be
there in the same degree, no matter
what Israel’s policy is.

The one area where I think there is a
danger that the degree of American
support that Israel deserves and needs
could erode has to do with the policy of
settlements, and whether or not there
should be ultimately a willingness on
Israel’s part to withdraw from the Gaza
strip and most of the West Bank.

I would remind people that in recent
times, there was one occasion when
those of us who were strong supporters
of Israel in Congress were unable to ac-
complish a policy of American assist-
ance to Israel. It was when former
Prime Minister Shamir made a pro-
nouncement that sounded like he was
saying that he had no intention of giv-
ing up any of the West Bank or Gaza
strip to a Palestinian state; that he in-
tended to maintain all of the settle-
ments and that the land would remain
under Israeli control indefinitely.

It was at that point that President
George Bush, the President’s father,
was able to revoke what people had
thought was a commitment to provide
loan guarantees to Israel. Remember,
this is a time when the Soviet Union
had collapsed and there was massive
immigration possible from the former
Soviet Union, from Jews who had
enough of the anti-Semitism in their
areas. There was a continuation of the
policy of taking HEthiopian Jews from
Ethiopia. There was really great need
for absorption of the immigrants. The
U.S. had promised to guarantee some
loans.

When George Bush became angry at
the settlement policy and for other
reasons, not just the settlement policy,
but when it became the perception that
Israel was no longer interested in a ne-
gotiated settlement in which it would
withdraw from much of the West Bank
and from the Gaza strip, George Bush
said no to the loan guarantees.

While people talk about the great
power of the friends of Israel in Con-
gress, this was a time when that did
not avail. George Bush won that fight:
There were no loan guarantees. He won
that fight because on that issue, Amer-
ican public opinion was not sympa-
thetic to Israel.

It is important for people in Israel to
understand that there is, as there
should be, a great deal of sympathy
and support and admiration for Israel,
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but it is not unconditional. Indeed, it is
based on aspects of Israeli government
and society which include its democ-
racy and its openness. If it can be made
to appear that Israel forever might be
maintaining, or indefinitely, a situa-
tion in which it is an occupying power
in the West Bank and Gaza strip with-
out any effort to implement an ulti-
mately democratic solution, that will
cause trouble for Israel within the
United States.

Now, I want to be very clear: I do not
believe that the critical elements in
American public opinion will hold
Israel responsible if it fails to reach an
agreement on setting up a Palestinian
state. It may not be possible to do
that. As I have said, from 1948 until
fairly recently, there did not seem to
me to be a willingness on the part of
the Arab world to accept the legiti-
mate needs of Israel to the point where
such a state could be accomplished.

Maybe that has changed. The Saudi
offer is a step forward, but it is far
from an acceptable offer for Israel.
People who talk about a right of re-
turn, which would allow millions of
Arabs hostile to the very notion of
Israel to move back into Israel, cannot
seriously think Israel would accept
that, or be critical of Israel for turning
that down.

While the Gaza strip does not appear
to me to pose strategic problems, there
are legitimate concerns about the West
Bank, particularly in the areas close to
Jerusalem. There is the great sensi-
tivity of Jerusalem. I think if Israel
tries sincerely to reach an agreement
and it fails over some of the specifics
in the areas closest to Jerusalem, that
is a sustainable position politically in
America.

But I do not think it is sustainable,
and I must say that I think people here
should note that while Prime Minister
Sharon is a member of Likud, this res-
olution was adopted to embarrass him
and his government, and it is not the
policy of Prime Minister Sharon and
his government, but a major political
party led by a very popular political
figure, Benjamin Netanyahu, said this.

And that is, I think, a mistake; a
mistake, as I said, not from the stand-
point of what is good or bad policy for
Israel. I have my views on that, but I
acknowledge that the democratic coun-
try of Israel has a right to make its
own decisions. But I believe it is a mis-
take from the standpoint of maintain-
ing within the United States the degree
of support Israel ought to have.

Now, I think part of the misunder-
standing came because of the terms in
which we debated a resolution a couple
of weeks ago. I voted for the resolution
that spoke out for Israel’s right to de-
fend itself. I must say that I do not be-
lieve Israel has behaved any differently
with regard to the suicide bombings
that have plagued it than the United
States would.

Indeed, we have been very aggressive
in Afghanistan, thousands of miles
away, and sadly, some innocent people
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have been killed. Some appear to have
been killed just recently who were
quite innocent. That is a terrible inci-
dent of war. When people are in a war-
like situation, innocent people die. We
can try to minimize that, but it cannot
be totally avoided.

Thus, we had that situation in Af-
ghanistan and we had it to some extent
in Israel. The basic right of self-defense
is there. It needs to be exercised very
carefully. But when a nation has its
young people at war defending it, they
are not going to err wholly on the side
of avoiding any collateral damage to
innocent civilians.

I believe there was a great deal of
support for Israel’s defending itself in
that way, as Americans felt we had a
right to defend ourselves. I think it
helped that it showed that some of the
arguments about how many people had
been Killed in Jenin were in fact great-
ly exaggerated.

So overwhelmingly the House of Rep-
resentatives voted to support Israel’s
right to defend itself. But I think that
the leadership of the House made a
mistake. That resolution came before
the House unamendable. I voted for the
resolution, but I voted against the pro-
cedural motion which brought it for-
ward. It is not, it seems to me, appro-
priate that this great democratic insti-
tution, the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, ought to be expressing its
support for the democratic nation of
Israel in an undemocratic fashion. I do
not think it was a good idea to come to
the defense of democracy in Israel by
degrading it in the United States.

And I think it has contributed to a
misunderstanding. There was over-
whelming support for that resolution. I
was glad to join in. A number of people
voted present, 20 or so. Some others
who voted for it voted for it with mis-
givings.

I think much of the difficulty came
not from people who disagreed with
what the resolution said, but who dis-
agreed with what it was not allowed to
say; that is, I think many of us be-
lieved, as I did, that Israel, given the
history of that part of the world, had
the right to defend itself and was by
and large doing the best it could to ex-
ercise that right in a reasonable way,
but we also felt that it ought to be re-
iterated, particularly in that context,
that our hope would be for an ultimate
solution of a 2-state solution.

Now, again, I do not think anybody
should say that the Israelis have to
come to that deal. It may not be pos-
sible. Making a deal with Yasser Arafat
has to be one of the least attractive
propositions put before any important
group of people, and he is under a great
deal of attack from people, Hamas and
others, Jihad, Islamic Jihad, who are
still as viciously opposed to Israel’s ex-
istence, who want to drive the Jews
into the sea. These are societies that
have perpetuated vicious anti-Semitic
slurs.

So it is important to make this dis-
tinction: It is not essential for Israel to



H2658

reach a deal that will lead to a 2-state
solution to maintain support in Amer-
ica, but I think it is essential that
Israel be seen to be willing to try. I do
not think support for Israel was ever
stronger in the United States than
when Ehud Barak took some real risks
for peace.

So my view is that we made a mis-
take, and I voted against this, so I
should not say we, they made a mis-
take, Mr. Speaker, those in control of
the House, by bringing forward that
resolution in an up-or-down fashion.
Yes, it got support because so many of
us agreed with Israel’s right of self-de-
fense, but I think some people in Israel
may have misinterpreted it, misinter-
preted the silence on a 2-state solution,
and that may have contributed to what
I think was a mistaken decision by
Likud to say, ‘“We are not going to
have any support for a Palestinian
state in the West Bank and Gaza.”

Israel is not under any obligation to
accept an unreasonable and unfair deal,
but if it wishes to maintain maximum
support in America, precisely because
its democratic internal rule was an im-
portant part of this and for other rea-
sons, then I think it is important that
it be seen to be willing to try.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding. I would like to
second not only everything the gen-
tleman has said so far, but perhaps go
one step further. I voted, as the gen-
tleman did, for the bill last week. I was
concerned that it came unamendable,
and it came around our committee of
jurisdiction. It never had an oppor-
tunity, even in the Committee on
International Relations, where we deal
on a day-to-day basis with the good,
the bad, and the ugly of the situation
in the Middle East.

I also would add that whenever we do
these resolutions, we have to remember
that we are giving confidence to one
side, but we cannot allow ourselves to
take away hope from the other side. As
the gentleman so aptly said, when we
did not talk about the desire and the
conviction of this country to keep
working toward a lasting and sustain-
able peace, we took away some of the
hope of the very people whose adverse
behavior we wanted to dissuade.

Mr. FRANK. And not just the hope,
but no society is monolithic. They may
pretend they are in North Korea, but
we know they are not even there. Israel
is obviously not monolithic, it is demo-
cratic. It is fractious to, I think, a
wonderful degree.

Palestinian society is not mono-
lithic. It is in our interest to discour-
age the rejectionists in Palestinian so-
ciety. It is in our interest to find re-
sponsible Palestinians who understand
that the tactics I think they have fol-
lowed so far have had the major nega-
tive impact on Palestinians, and who
will not continue to insist on an
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unachievable goal, but will think about
an achievable one.

But when we pass a resolution that
does not mention that as well, I think
we make a mistake. I think it was in-
accurately perceived in both places.

Again, I want to be clear. Yes, the
people in Israel should understand that
America supports its right of self-de-
fense, and the resolution accurately re-
flected that. I also believe that that
support could be endangered. And, you
know, the easiest thing to do with a
friend is to say, yes, everything is won-
derful. A true friend will tell the other
friend when things may be reaching a
danger point.

Anyone who encourages the Israeli
people to believe that if that Likud res-
olution became official policy there
would be no erosion of support for
Israel is doing Israel a great disservice.
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And I regret the fact that that reso-
lution was sent forward. Frankly, I
think political calculations were in-
volved. People said, well, let us put
people on the spot. Make them vote yes
or no. Well, if we are playing with a
local domestic issue, that is one thing;
but we should not send a partial an-
swer, and that was a partial answer.
And I think it is not unrelated that
shortly after we passed the resolution;
and I saw an earlier draft of the resolu-
tion, and from the earlier draft I saw,
some of the Israel’s strongest sup-
porters acknowledged that part of the
ultimate solution ideally would be a
Palestinian state if that could be
agreed to. If I knew it, everyone knew
it. It was not a secret. When that dis-
appeared from the resolution, I think
that may have encouraged people who
took what I think was a position which
would ultimately be damaging to
Israel’s abilities to maintain the kind
of support it should have to the United
States.

Mr. Speaker, I would yield to the
gentleman again.

Mr. ISSA. I would like to second
what the gentleman said and go one
step further. We did some good with
that resolution, but we could have done
more. There was no question that had
we encouraged the Palestinians to get
their house in order, what is now kind
of a whisper the idea that there needs
to be a shifting of Chairman Arafat’s
position to more symbolic and the
strengthening of the support of real
leaders who do not have to be on both
sides of issues, especially on security.
That whisper could be a roar if we had
included that kind of support there.
And I hope that with the gentleman
and I speaking tonight we are going
that direction of encouraging the Saudi
Crown Prince to continue his agenda,
but also speaking to the Palestinians
and letting them know that this body,
I am sure to a person, still believes
that solution that includes two sepa-
rate people able to determine their own
future.

Mr. FRANK. I agree and I have to
say, again, I think people need to un-
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derstand as they contemplate what
Israel has been doing that for a very
long time there was not a willingness
to have a two-state solution in the
Arab world. The rejection of a two-
state solution came from the Arab
world. I had hoped we had reached a pe-
riod where there was now a willingness
in the Arab nation to have a two-state
solution. We know there was for a
while, very actively in the Israeli gov-
ernment. Prime Minister Sharon to his
credit has said he is still ultimately for
that. It in effect invoked that favorite
Nixon-going-to-China metaphor. And
Prime Minister Sharon has said, given
my background I could get the Israeli
people to accept some things that
maybe other people do not. We should
be clear that includes, it has to in-
clude, telling people who live in settle-
ments in Gaza and in much of the West
Bank that they cannot continue to live
under Israeli rule.

We talk about the dismantlement of
the settlements. Settlements do not
have to be dismantled, but people who
live there have to be told that they are
now going to be Palestinian citizens.
And it was Menachem Begin who did
that. Menachem Begin who dismantled
the settlement. I was at the settlement
that was dismantled in Yamit in the
Sinai and met with people there. So
that can be painful. It has to be done.
It does not mean every inch. It does
not mean that you do not count secu-
rity. But it is important for us to do
both.

I do fear the temptation of Israel is a
wonderful success story. It is properly
the repository of a great deal of admi-
ration, and it invokes a great deal of
emotion. Israel is entitled to be taken
seriously as a country, not a political
tool. It is entitled to be given a great
deal of support, which I think it has
earned; and it is entitled to realism in
the political advice it gets. It should
not be manipulated.

Let me speak now anticipatorily. We
are about to get a supplemental appro-
priations bill that will have a number
of things in it that I think will be bad
public policy. I can predict now we will
be told that because it includes some
money for Israel and some money to
aid Palestinians, although not through
the Palestinian Authority, that if you
support Israel you must vote for the
appropriation. I resent the notion that
Israel exists to shine up the sneaker. I
resent the notion that you can put pub-
lic policy that I find very wrong into a
bill and then put in money for Israel
and expect people to vote for that.

I just want to make this one state-
ment that I have been here 22 years.
Over the years I have often been told
that I had to vote for an appropriations
bill that included money I did not want
for this program or that money be-
cause it also included money for Israel;
and on several occasions when I voted
no because I would not be extorted that
way, the appropriation was defeated.
What happened? A new appropriation
came up and guess what was in the new
appropriation? The money for Israel.
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The notion that because there is
money for Israel in the appropriation
you have to vote for it or you will hurt
the cause of Israel is simply flatly his-
torically nonsensical because the
money for Israel will be there. That is
an example. Bringing that resolution
up unamended, trying to use Israel as
kind of a cat’s paw to get an appropria-
tions bill through, those are wrong.

I want to support Israel as I have all
my life. I want to continue to see Israel
get the kind of support it deserves from
America. Part of that support is in
honest assessment. And that honest as-
sessment says Israel has a right to self-
defense. It has a right to say no deal
for a second state unless we have a reli-
able partner who means it, unless we
will get secure boundaries, unless we
will get other things we need. But to
not let Israel understand that the pol-
icy recently adopted by Likud will in
the long term cause them, maybe not
in such a long term, the same kind of
problems they encountered under
Prime Minister Shamir and President
Bush, I think that is doing them a dis-
service.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. ISSA. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I think that tonight two friends of
Israel, two people who in fact do sup-
port and will continue to support all
the legitimate needs of Israel coming
to the floor, and I know the gentleman
does not come to the floor very often.
This is a very unusual appearance. 1
think what the gentleman is doing is
he is sending the message that has to
be sent, not just to the men and women
of Israel who may hear or read about
this, but also to the American Jewish
community who does not always under-
stand that it is not Israel right or
wrong. It is Israel’s survival protected,
while at the same time our money has
to have some suggestions to it.

Mr. FRANK. Let me say as a member
myself of the American Jewish commu-
nity, I understand there are people who
may think that I am Jewish. I rep-
resent a significant number of Jewish
people. I believe that people in the
American Jewish community do under-
stand that.

Yes, those of us who are Jewish are
emotionally attached to Israel. I was 5
years old when World War II ended, so
I was not conscious myself of the Holo-
caust as it was happening; but obvi-
ously I was raised by parents who lived
through it and uncles and aunts and
others. And the horror of the Holocaust
and then the shock of living through
this and knowing what was happening
to people just because they shared that
with you, that is deeply searing. So we
have this emotional commitment.

Over and above that, I believe that
the American Jewish community is
proud of Israel, proud of its democracy,
proud of its economic achievement. We
are proud of the Israel that is, not of
the Israel that becomes the tool of
other people’s domestic politics.
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So I really believe in speaking out
this way I am speaking a position that
I think is largely supported by Israel’s
truest defenders, both Jewish and non-
Jewish.

We are for an Israel that represents
the best in the Jewish traditions as we
see it. We support Israel as Americans
which carries out those values that
America expresses support for in the
world and that has been cooperative. I
come here tonight very much because I
am afraid that maybe from some good
motives, maybe from some partisan
motives, some people are giving Israel
bad advice. And the worst thing you
can do is sit by quietly and let a good
friend get bad advice.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman.
Mr. ISSA. Once again, I want to

thank the gentleman for giving that
good advice.

The gentleman and I often vote dif-
ferently, but we discuss that there are
at least two ways to look at every sin-
gle bill that comes to the floor. And I
think that this is a good example that
rather than the way we did it with the
vote from Israel where it came to the
floor as though there was only one
opinion, the gentleman has said let us
look at some additional ideas.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for making that point.
Obviously, we all cannot take an hour.
But it seems clear how much better it
would have been for the United States,
for Israel, for the cause of an ultimate
peace in the Middle East if the discus-
sion that we are having now could have
been had a couple weeks ago.

I would plead with the leadership of
the House do not put us again in the
position where we have this inadequate
up or down vote on these complicated
subjects. We are not all that busy. This
is our main job. We could have taken a
few more hours. I think if we had the
kind of discussion on the floor of the
House that we are able to have today,
there would be a better understanding
everywhere of what America’s position
is.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BECERRA (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons.

Mr. DAvis of Illinois (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on account
of business in the district.

Mr. DEUTSCH (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of
the week on account of a death in the
family.

Ms. HARMAN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of per-
sonal business.

Mr. KANJORSKI (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of
business in the district.

Ms. KILPATRICK (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of
business in the district.
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Mr. MASCARA (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and May 21 on ac-
count of personal reasons.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (at the request of
Mr. ARMEY) for today on account of of-
ficial business.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma (at the re-
quest of Mr. ARMEY) for today on ac-
count of personal reasons.

Mrs. EMERSON (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of a death
in the family.

Mr. FLAKE (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons.

————

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island)
to revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous material:)

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, for 5
minutes, today.

Mrs. CLAYTON, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 56 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GUTKNECHT) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, for 5 minutes, May
21.

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, for 5 minutes,
May 21.

Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at their own
request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CoLLINS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia, for 5 minutes,
today.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. FRANK. Madam Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 25 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, May 21, 2002, at 9 a.m., for morn-
ing hour debates.

—————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

6901. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Grapes Grown in a
Designated Area of Southeastern California;
Revision to Container and Pack Require-
ments [Docket No. FV02-925-2 IFR] received

April 29, 2002, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.
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