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Therefore, firm in my beliefs, buoyed
by the input from my constituents, and
strong in my faith in the principles and
ideals of America, I will vote for the
Spratt-Moran substitute resolution.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker this is the most impor-
tant vote I will have cast in my 20
years in Congress. I was here to cast
my vote to go to war against Iraq in
1991. That was a definable conflict in-
volving an aggressor who had to be
stopped by the international commu-
nity. America provided the leadership
both to develop the coalition effort and
provided the military power needed to
win the war decisively.

Now we face a far greater threat: the
threat of a government dedicated to
methodical, committed development,
production, and stockpiling of chem-
ical and biological weapons, and ulti-
mately to the development of a small
transportable nuclear weapon. This
threat is spearheaded by Iraq, but not
posed by Iraq alone. I firmly believe
that if we fail to develop an inter-
national response to turn back this
new threat of far more mobile and po-
tent weapons, the cost will be extraor-
dinary in the sacrifice of innocent lives
and the crippling effect on the world’s
economy and on the stability of gov-
ernments throughout the world.

We cannot allow nations, as a matter
of their public policy, to develop chem-
ical, biological, and nuclear weapons
that can be delivered in lethal amounts
all around the world. Whether it be de-

livery through terrorist organizations
such as al Qaeda or hard-to-detect
drones with sprayer nozzles, there are
now the means to deliver these weap-
ons of mass destruction into the very
hearts of our cities and towns. The at-
tack of September 11 was only the
most vivid and terrible demonstration
of the power of hate to deliver death
and destruction of incredible dimen-
sions by stealth means.

Make no mistake, for 4 years, ever
since the arms inspectors left Iraq
when they were prevented from doing
their job, Iraq has been increasing its
research, development, and production
of chemical and biological weapons de-
spite their international agreements
not to do so. I believe the evidence on
this matter is clear and convincing and
that there is sufficient evidence of an
accelerated effort to develop nuclear
weapons to make action the only real-
istic course.

We and the international community
must act, not only to stop Iraq, but to
demonstrate to other nations that are
starting down the same path as Iraq
that are developing chemical and bio-
logical arsenals that the international
community will not tolerate such a de-
velopment because it poses such an ex-
traordinary threat to all nations’
economies, governments, and the very
fabric of human communities.

I will vote ‘‘yes” on this resolution,
and commend the President, Secretary
Powell, and Secretary Rumsfeld for
working to unify the international
community in the face of this new and
unprecedented threat. I firmly believe,
as the President has said, that war is
neither imminent nor unavoidable. But
I believe that the passage of this reso-
lution will make an effective peaceful
multilateral response more likely be-
cause it represents the depth of our
commitment to the goal of Iraqi disar-
mament and the elimination of the
threat of chemical and biological weap-
ons in tandem with the power of ter-

rorist organizations and the stealthy
delivery systems so clearly under de-
velopment in Iraq.

Failure to act as we have for 4 years
is no longer an option. We must pre-
vent the accumulation of chemical and
biological weapons and the develop-
ment of increasingly stealthy means of
delivery before these weapons are used
against us and others.

I thank the Speaker for this oppor-
tunity to be heard on this historic oc-
casion.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
6 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. NEAL), my friend and
colleague who serves on the Committee
on Ways and Means and is a leader in
the Massachusetts delegation.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I come to the floor of
the House to carry out one of the most
important responsibilities that an
elected Member of this institution has,
to vote on a resolution authorizing the
use of military force. It is a profound
responsibility and one that I take most
seriously.

Even Mr. Lincoln, as a Member of
this House, wrestled with the issue of
war-making powers when in 1848, in a
letter to his law partner, William Hern-
don, voiced concern that Congress
should not give unlimited powers to
the executive. I share Mr. Lincoln’s
views on this important subject.

Everyone in this Chamber agrees
that Saddam Hussein is a threat to his
own people, his neighbors, and the en-
tire civilized world. He is a tyrant in-
tent on developing weapons of mass de-
struction and the means to deliver
them. His many atrocities have been
catalogued in this House and the Sen-
ate during this important debate, and
his dictatorial regime is held in con-
tempt around the globe. That is why
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any attempt to disarm or to replace
him, and I support both, should be done
with the support of our friends and al-
lies in the international community.

Unilateralism and the doctrine of
preemption are dangerous precedents
that the United States may be setting.
Such action is contrary to our coun-
try’s core values and principles. Efforts
to neutralize Iraq’s chemical, biologi-
cal, and nuclear threat should be done
with the support of an international
coalition and in accordance with inter-
national law. In my opinion and the
opinion of many allies around the
world, there are many compelling al-
ternatives to acting alone and the im-
mediate use of force as the first option.
Here is one.

It is my belief that we need a new un-
ambiguous resolution from the United
Nations Security Council calling for
the immediate and unfettered weapons
inspectors to be allowed into Iraq. This
new resolution should be uncondi-
tional, have clear time tables, and
must exclude the unreasonable 1998
language that restricts inspectors from
visiting Saddam Hussein’s presidential
palaces. Nothing should be off limits. It
will hold Iraq permanently accountable
to the international community. Sad-
dam Hussein will have only two stark
choices. He can accept robust inspec-
tions and begin to disarm or pay seri-
ous consequences, and I urge the
United Nations to act immediately.

In preparation for this debate, Mr.
Speaker, I have had an opportunity to
talk and listen to many people about
the merits of this resolution. I went to
my constituents in Massachusetts, col-
leagues in Washington, and officials of
administrations past and present. And
each time I came away with more ques-
tions than answers. Important and
timely questions about the wider im-
plications of a unilateral war with Iraq
should be answered.

The administration must tell the
American people in clear and concise
terms what impact a unilateral strike
against Iraq would have on the already
tenuous situation in the Middle East.
In 1990 Saddam Hussein launched 39
SCUD missiles into the heart of Israel.
Does anyone doubt that he would do it
again? Twelve years ago the State of
Israel showed restraint in the face of
such attacks; but as we debate this res-
olution this evening, the Israeli Gov-
ernment has indicated it will defend
itself against any Iraqi initiative.

What does this mean for the security
of the region? Any attempt to restore
the peace process between the Israelis
and the Palestinians would be lost in
the short term. What about Iran, Syria,
and Libya, who are all engaged in ac-
tive programs to develop weapons of
mass destruction and the means to de-
liver them? How do we respond to a
unilateral, preemptive American strike
against Iraq?

We should not minimize the far-
reaching implications of a first strike
and a new doctrine of preemption. In-
deed, it may have unintended con-
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sequences in other parts of the world,
in conflicts between India and Paki-
stan, China and Taiwan, Russia and
Georgia. On the verge of this historic
vote, these questions need to be an-
swered before we reach a decision to
send our young Americans into harm’s
way.

Mr. Speaker, if we suddenly turn our
attention to a unilateral war with Iraq,
what are the implications for the ongo-
ing war on terrorism? Since the at-
tacks of September 11, we have waged a
war on terrorism with the support of
friends and allies around the globe. I
have supported President Bush and
commended his leadership time and
again for his war on terrorism. But will
the United States continue to receive
the same level of support and coopera-
tion from countries that do not support
a unilateral preemptive strike on Iraq?

Ironically, there is one aspect of this
debate where there are definitive an-
swers, and I ask this tonight: How
much is this war going to cost the
American people? The Congressional
Budget Office has estimated that the
incremental cost of deploying a force
to the Persian Gulf would be between
$9 billion and $13 billion. Prosecuting a
war would cost between $6 billion and
$9 billion a month. After hostilities
end, and we do not know how long they
are going to last, the cost to return our
troops home would range between $5
billion and $7 billion. If, as President
Bush insisted, we intend to rebuild
Iraq, the costs to the American tax-
payer will rise exponentially.

In the Gulf War with the support of
an international coalition, the costs of
the war was shared by our friends and
allies. This will not be the case with
unilateral action. The burden conceiv-
ably will rise to $200 billion, and it will
not be ours alone if we do this with the
support of the Security Council.

Mr. Speaker, I have not been per-
suaded that unilateralism and the doc-
trine of preemption is the best course
of action against Iraq. From my per-
spective, a preferable course of action
is to enlist the support of the inter-
national community and demand a
strict review by U.N. inspectors. We
should take the diplomatic and polit-
ical route before bringing this Nation
to war, and I plan to vote against this
resolution.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
me this time.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN), a distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, this is the most impor-
tant vote that I ever will cast in this
House. Deciding when to send our
troops into harm’s way is never easy
and must not be made without serious
consideration.

My father was a career Air Force ser-
geant and B-52 tail gunner, and I re-
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member worrying every time he left
for a flight that he would not return.
So I have some idea of what is going
through the hearts and the minds of
the families of our troops. And growing
up on military bases, I personally knew
the people willing to put their lives on
the line to protect our great Nation. I
see my late father in all of them, and
I remain committed to making sure if
we have to send our troops into battle
that they will have all the support and
resources they need.

Threat from international terrorism
is real. The threat from weapons of
mass destruction is real. That is why it
was so important to stress that we
have moved away from unilateral ac-
tion. My colleagues and I stood strong
on our principles and got the adminis-
tration to agree to the changes in the
Iraq resolution. We felt that these
changes were necessary to protect our
Nation and the world from Saddam
Hussein and ensure that military force
would be used as a last resort.

On Monday President Bush told the
Nation and the world that approving
this resolution does not mean that
military action is imminent or un-
avoidable. He has asked Congress to
authorize the use of America’s mili-
tary, if it proves necessary. The Amer-
ican people are taking him at his word.
We in Congress are taking him at his
word. I hope that military action will
not be necessary, but I am prepared to
support our troops if all other efforts
fail.

This resolution does not indicate
abandonment but rather, I believe, an
extension of the fight against terror-
ists. We will continue to improve
homeland security and to find terrorist
organizations wherever they may hide.
This resolution retains the constitu-
tional power of Congress in defense and
foreign affairs. It does not justify uni-
lateral military action by any country
anywhere.
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It is limited to Iraq, a nation that
has made promises and then delib-
erately refused to live up to them.

This resolution retains the constitu-
tional power in defense and foreign af-
fairs. This is not the Gulf of Tonkin
Resolution. We will be kept informed
and can, if necessary, restrain any
abuse of power.

It also seeks to compel the entire
international community to back ef-
forts to compel Iraq to comply with the
world’s will as expressed in various
U.N. resolutions. International support
is vital. It will show the world that
this is not a dispute between the
United States and Iraq. It is not a dis-
pute between American and Arab. It is
not a dispute between cultures. If con-
flict occurs, the blame rests solely with
Saddam Hussein, who first invaded Ku-
wait and then refused to accept the
consequences of his actions.

We have the best-trained and best-
equipped Armed Forces in the world. I
have no doubt that they will do what-
ever is asked of them and that they
will succeed.
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But war is not cheap, in blood or
treasure. Sacrifices will be made by our
troops and their families. But the rest
of us will have to shoulder our fair
share of the burden. We will have to
pay for this action, just as my parents
paid for World War II and my grand-
parents paid for World War I, because
we must not pass the cost of this war
on to our children and our grand-
children. Our country needs to be pre-
pared for the cost of the war, in both
human life and limited government re-
sources.

I have promised our troops that they
will not go wanting. I now promise the
rest of America that I will not forget
your needs. BHach of us knows what
needs those are, because we hear about
them from people every day.

We must provide for our common de-
fense abroad or else we will never be se-
cure at home. But we will not lose
sight of our priorities at home. We will
prevail. We will execute our constitu-
tional duty to provide for the common
defense, and we will provide for the
general welfare at home.

I, therefore, will support the resolu-
tion on final passage.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure to yield 6 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), a
voice for justice that we have heard for
many, many years, a member of the
Committee on Appropriations.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from New
Jersey for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, 3 weeks before election
seems to be an odd time to be author-
izing war. It is especially odd when
President Bush himself said at the
United Nations that Iraq represents a
“grave and gathering threat,” not an
imminent threat. For a month, this de-
bate has frozen off the front pages So-
cial Security, prescription drugs, rising
unemployment, growing deficits, rob-
bery of pension accounts, corporate
abuses and the inaction of this Con-
gress itself.

The generals have not weighed in ei-
ther. Retired General Norman
Schwartzkopf, who headed the Persian
Gulf War campaign, called on Presi-
dent Bush ‘“‘not to go it alone.” Retired
General Wesley Clark, who headed up
the Balkans campaign, called on Presi-
dent Bush ‘‘not to go it alone.” Former
National Security Adviser Brent Scow-
croft said an attack on Iraq without
addressing the problems of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict ‘“‘could turn the
whole region into a cauldron, and thus
destroy the war on terrorism.”

Last weekend, Israel’s Chief of Mili-
tary Intelligence, speaking on tele-
vision, disputed contentions that Iraq
is 18 months away from nuclear capa-
bility. He concluded Iraq’s time frame
was more like 4 years, and he said
Iran’s nuclear threat was as great as
Iraq’s.

Yes, Congress, on behalf of the Amer-
ican people must decide whether the
United States incursion now into Iraq
will make our country more secure and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

whether it will make that region more
stable. On both counts, my conclusion
is no.

It will not make America safer, be-
cause unilateral military action with-
out broad international support will
isolate America further. It will thrust
us into the position of becoming a com-
mon enemy in a volatile region where
anti-western terrorism grows with each
passing year.

It will not make the region more sta-
ble either. The Bush approach will
yield more terrorism and instability,
not less.

We should insist on rigorous inspec-
tions in concert with our allies and en-
force all U.N. resolutions relating to
the Middle East.

Indeed, if the politics of the oil re-
gimes and lethal force had been suc-
cessful over the past 25 years, Amer-
ica’s citizens would not be the victims
of escalating terrorist violence at
home and abroad.

Since 1975, more American diplomats
and military personnel have been
killed or taken hostage as a result of
Middle Eastern tumult than in the first
187 years of our Nation’s history, and it
worsens with each decade. After 9/11,
13,025 additional names of civilians
here at home were added to that grow-
ing list.

Look more deeply at the roots of the
rising levels of hatred and terrorism
toward our people. Even if Iraq were
able to serve as an instrument of global
terrorism, the causes of that terrorism
will not disappear with the demise of
Saddam Hussein. The enemy has many
fresh faces. They spring daily from the
growing resentment of western influ-
ence over an Islamic world that is
awakening to its own political destiny.
America must not wed itself to the
past but to the rising aspirations of
subjugated people; and we must do it in
concert with our friends, both inside
the Arab world and outside it.

What propels the violence? A deep
and powerful undercurrent moving peo-
ple to violence in that region. It is the
unresolved Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

The other major destabilizing force is
America’s utter and dangerous depend-
ence on imported oil, whose purchases
undergird repressive regimes. We must
address both.

Think about it. Modern terrorism
dawned in our homeland in June, 1968,
with the assassination of Robert F.
Kennedy. The unresolved Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict lay at the basis of that
tragic loss. His disgruntled assassin, a
Jordanian Arab, revealed in his diary
that loss of his homeland in East Jeru-
salem lay at the root of his discontent.
Sirhan Sirhan is one such face.

The intifada now proceeding in the
West Bank and Gaza proves the lin-
gering tragedy of the Holy Land resists
peaceful resolution until today, and its
irresolution instructs the street and
produces sacred rage.

Now, let us look at oil, the one word
the President left out of his address in
Cincinnati. As the 1970s proceeded,
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America’s economic security became
to be shaped more and more by events
abroad. Thrust into two deep reces-
sions due to the Arab oil embargoes as
petroleum prices shot through the roof,
our economy faltered. And the current
recession, too, has been triggered by
rising oil prices.

Meanwhile, America, rather than be-
coming energy independent at home,
sinks deeper into foreign oil depend-
ence, from the undemocratic regimes
of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Iraq, to
also include the state-owned monopo-
lies of Nigeria and Venezuela and Mex-
ico. While our military enforces the no-
fly zones over Iraq, we import 8 percent
of our oil from her. America has be-
come more and more hostage to the oil
regimes, with our future intertwined
with the politics that Islamic fun-
damentalism breeds in the Muslim
world.

Al Qaeda, led by Osama bin Laden, a
Saudi national, is but the latest face of
international terrorism. Al Qaeda’s
goal is expulsion of western influence
in the Gulf and the creation of a reli-
gious, unified Islamic caliphate.

Mohammed Atta grew up in the un-
democratic oil regimes of Saudi Arabia
where 17 of the 19 hijackers originated.

By contrast, the goal of Saddam Hus-
sein and his Baath Party has been con-
trol of the vast oil deposits in Iraq and
access to waterborne shipping in the
Persian Gulf. Hussein has been a fairly
predictable foe. In the 1990s, he conven-
tionally invaded Kuwait; and the raw
truth is he never got what he expected,
which was access through Kuwait to
the Gulf.

When Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990,
the dispute not only involved Iraq’s be-
lief that Kuwait was part of its historic
territory, but essentially the struggle
involved who within OPEC would con-
trol that oil. Is defending oil reserves
worthy of one more American life?

Before launching another war, Con-
gress must vote to place our priorities
where they belong, security here at
home and a valued partner in the glob-
al community of nations.

Please vote for the Spratt-Skelton
resolution and no on the Hastert-Gep-
hardt resolution.

Three weeks before election seems an odd
time to be authorizing war.

It is especially odd when President Bush
himself said at the United Nations that Iraq
represents a ‘“‘grave and gathering threat,” not
an “imminent threat.” For a month, this debate
has frozen off the front pages Social Security,
prescription drugs, rising unemployment, grow-
ing deficits, robbery of pension accounts, cor-
porate abuses and the inaction of this Con-
gress.

The generals have not weighed in either.
Retired General Norman Schwartzkopf, who
headed the Persian Gulf War campaign, called
on President Bush “not to go it alone.” Retired
General Wesley Clark, who headed up the
Balkans campaign, called on President Bush
“not to go it alone.” Former National Security
Advisor Brent Scowcroft said an attack on lIraq
without addressing the problems of the Israeli-
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Palestinian conflict “could turn the whole re-
gion into a cauldron and thus destroy the war
on terrorism.”

In Cincinnati, President Bush said Iraq is
seeking nuclear capability. He did not say Iraq
had such a capability. And never has Saddam
Hussein risked his regime’s annihilation, which
would be a certainty if he exhibits any adven-
turism.

The Philadelphia Inquirer reported yesterday
(Tuesday) that a Central Intelligence Agency
report, which was released last Friday, con-
cluded that it could take Irag until the last half
of this decade to produce a nuclear weapon,
unless it could acquire bomb grade uranium or
plutonium on the black market.

Intelligence sources confirm chemical capa-
bilities have been substantially reduced as a
result of inspectors and Iraq’'s armed forces
are 40% of their strength prior to the Gulf War.

The President claimed Iraq had acquired
smooth aluminum tubes for its secret nuclear
weapons program. But analysts at the Energy
and State Departments concluded that the
Iraqis probably wanted the tubes to make con-
ventional artillery pieces. On chemical and bio-
logical weapons, all the evidence indicates the
inspection regime of the 1980s worked and
that civilized nations are effective in disman-
tling rogue states’ arsenals when they join in
common cause.

Last weekend, Israel's chief of military intel-
ligence, speaking on television, disputed con-
tentions that Iraq is 18 months away from nu-
clear capability. He concluded Irag's time
frame was more like four years, and he said
Iran’s nuclear threat was as great as Irag’s. |
daresay Israel's chief of military intelligence is
not the type of person who would engage in
self-delusion.

Yet, Congress, on behalf of the American
people, must decide: whether U.S. military in-
cursion now into Iraq will make our country
more secure, whether it will make that region
more stable.

On both counts, my conclusion is “No.”

It won't make America safer because
unilaterial military action, without broad inter-
national support, will isolate America further. It
will thrust us into the position of becoming a
“‘common enemy” in a volatile region where
anti-Western terrorism grows with each pass-
ing year.

It won't make the region more stable, either.
The Bush approach will yield more terrorism
and instability, not less. We should insist on
rigorous inspections in concert with our allies
and enforce all U.N. resolutions relating to the
Middle East. Indeed, if the politics of the oil re-
gimes and lethal force had been successful
over the past 25 years, America’s citizens
would not be the victims of escalating terrorist
violence at home and abroad. Since 1975,
more American diplomats and military per-
sonnel have been killed or taken hostage
abroad as a result of Middle Eastern tumult
than in the first 187 years of our nation’s his-
tory. And it worsens with each decade. After
9/11, 3025 additional names of civilians here
at home were added to that growing list.

Look more deeply at the roots of the rising
levels of hatred and terrorism toward our peo-
ple. Even if Iraqg were able to serve as an in-
strument of global terrorism, the causes of that
terrorism would not disappear with the demise
of Saddam Hussein. Terrorists are being
molded every day.

Look at the enemy. It is not conventional. It
is not faceless. The enemy has many fresh
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faces. They spring daily from the growing re-
sentment of Western influence over an Islamic
world that is awakening to its own political
destiny. America must not wed itself to the
past but to the rising aspirations of subjugated
people, and we must do so in concert with our
friends both inside the Arab world and outside
it.

What propels the violence?

A deep and powerful undercurrent moving
people to violence in that region is the unre-
solved Palestinian-Israeli conflict. The other
major destabilizing force is America’s utter and
dangerous dependence on imported oil whose
purchases undergird repressive regimes. We
must address both.

Think about it. Modern terrorism dawned in
our homeland in June 1968. with the assas-
sination of Robert F. Kennedy. The unresolved
Israel-Palestinian conflict lay at the basis of
that tragic loss. His disgruntled assassin, a
Jordanian Arab, revealed in this diary that loss
of his homeland in East Jerusalem lay at the
root of his discontent. Sirhan Sirhan is one
such face.

The intifada now proceeding in the West
Bank and Gaza proves the lingering tragedy of
the Holy Land resists peaceful resolution
event until today and its irresolution instructs
the street and produces sacred rage.

Now, let's look at oil . . . the one word the
President left out of his address in Cincinnati.
As the 1970's proceeded, America’s economic
security came to be shaped by events abroad.
Thrust into two deep recessions due to Arab
oil embargoes as petroleum prices shot
through the roof, our economy faltered. The
current recession too has been triggered by
rising oil prices.

In 1980, Jimmy Carter lost his bid for re-
election because economic conditions at home
so deteriorated. Carter had dubbed Arab oil
price manipulation as the “moral equivalent of
war.” He had launched a major effort to re-
store America’s energy independence.

Ronald Reagan and George Bush were
elected in a campaign that highlighted the
“misery index,” the combination of unemploy-
ment and interest rates exploding over 20 per-
cent.

By the 1980’s, OPEC's cartel had realized
that it lost revenue when America caught eco-
nomic pneumonia. So OPEC learned some-
thing it practices to this very day: how to
dance a clever pirouette of price manipulation
rather than outright price gouging.

Meanwhile, America, rather than becoming
energy independent at home, sinks deeper
into foreign oil dependence—from the un-
democratic regimes of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait,
and Irag to also include the state-owned mo-
nopolies of Nigeria and Venezuela and Mex-
ico. While our military enforces the no-fly zone
over Iraq, we import 8% of our oil from her.

America has become more and more an
economic hostage to the oil regimes, with our
future intertwined with the politics that Islamic
fundamentalism breeds in the Muslim world.

America’s ill-fraught alliances with unpopular
Middle East regimes was vividly revealed in
1979 when Iran, though not an oil state, fell
despite the fact the U.S. and our CIA had sup-
ported its Shah and his secret police, purport-
edly to assure regional stability. It produced
exactly the opposite—a revolution.

Recall 1983, in the thick of Lebanon’s civil
war, when suicide bombers attacked the U.S.
Marine compound in Beirut, killing 241 Ameri-
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cans. They were caught in the crossfire of that
civil war. From that point forward, U.S. casual-
ties escalated every year, as more and more
U.S. citizens were killed abroad and at home.
If you travel to Lebanon today, our U.S. em-
bassy is built like a bunker, underground. This
is happening to U.S. facilities around the
world.

Here is our nation's capital—barricades,
concrete barriers, truck-bomb checks have be-
come commonplace. A citizen can no longer
drive down Pennsylvania Avenue in front of
the White House. It is blocked off. We now
have red, orange, yellow warning lights across
the land. It is harder for our people to access
their institutions of government. Block by
block, our freedom is being circumscribed. In
1993, at the World Trade Center, six people
died and one thousand were injured here at
home in a bombing masterminded by a Paki-
stani trained in Afghanistan. In 1996, a truck
bomb killed 19 Americans in Saudi Arabia at
Khobar Towers, a residence for American mili-
tary personnel. Last week a Green Beret was
killed in Manila by a terrorist bomb, and yes-
terday in Kuwait two U.S. military personnel
were fired upon—one died. Dozens of such
tragedies now happen each year, and the
body count mounts.

Al Qaeda, led by Osama bin Laden, a Saudi
national, is but the latest face of international
terrorism. Al Qaeda’s goal is expulsion of
Western influence in the Gulf and the creation
of a religious, unified Islamic caliphate. But Al
Qaeda and Osama are not Iraqi.

Mohammed Atta grew up in the undemo-
cratic oil regimes of Saudi Arabia where 17 of
19 hijackers originated. They believed in the
religious fundamentalism of the Wahhabi sect,
but not its economic imperative that holds
power through billions earned from vast oil re-
serves. Despite oil wealth, the king has be-
come less and less able to control the dis-
gruntled in that society, who resent the secular
nature of the religious kingdom.

By contrast, the goal of Saddam Hussein
and his Baath Party has been control of the
vast oil deposits in Irag and access to water-
borne shipping in the Persian Gulf. Hussein
has been a fairly predictable foe. In 1990, he
conventionally invaded Kuwait. The raw truth
is he received his early encouragement and
support from the first Reagan-Bush Adminis-
tration, in the early 1980s. That administration
engaged Saddam Hussein and provided him
with resources, and credits to depose Iran’s
Ayatollah Khomeini, who had just deposed the
ClA-supported Shah in 1979. Through his U.S.
contacts, Hussein assumed Irag’'s quid pro
quo would be access to the Persian Gulf on
Bubiyan Island. Kuwait, however, never
agreed.

When Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990, the dis-
pute not only involved Irag’s belief that Kuwait
was part of its historic territory. Iraq also sur-
mised that Kuwait was asking too low a price
for oil sold to the West. Yes, America went to
war to defend Kuwait's border. But essentially
the struggle involved who within OPEC would
control that oil. Subsequent to the Persian
Gulf War, America began stationing more and
more troops in Saudi Arabia, ostensibly to
guard the oil flow out of the Persian Gulf. Is
defending oil reserves worthy of one more
life?

Of course, these forces also conveniently
offered some threat to unwelcome enemies of
the Saudi regime, at home and abroad. Anti-
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western resentment in the region continues to
rise. In 2000, our destroyer USS Cole was sui-
cide bombed in Yemen harbor guarding the oil
flows. Thirteen U.S. service members were
killed and 39 wounded.

Over the last quarter century, it is interesting
to reflect upon the intimate connection be-
tween the George Bush family, oil, and the
shaping of foreign policy towards the Middle
East. During the 1950s and 1960s, George
Herbert Walker Bush, an oilman from Midland,
Texas sought international exploration and in-
vestments as Texas oil wells were depleted
prior to seeking office. In the 1960s and early
1970s, George Herbert Walker Bush served in
the U.S. House, Senate, U.S. Ambassador to
China, and was appointed head of the CIA in
1976 and served until March 1977.

Simultaneous with George Herbert Walker
Bush’s service in the CIA, Syria sent troops to
Lebanon to stem the civil war, the Iranian
Revolution gained steam, and Egyptian Presi-
dent Anwar Sadat traveled to Jerusalem and
became the first Arab leader to recognize
Israel.

George Herbert Walker Bush served as
Vice President from 1981 to 1989 and as
President from 1989 until 1993. During this
period, the U.S. was drawn more directly into
a central role in Middle East security.

In 1990, with the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq,
President George Herbert Walker Bush fash-
ioned a U.S.-led coalition of nations to push
Saddam Hussein out of Kuwait. More than
400,000 U.S. troops were involved in that war.
One hundred forty Americans died in that war,
thousands have sustained war injuries and
tens of thousands of Iragis died.

With each succeeding decade, wars involv-
ing terrorism and America escalated. Now
George Bush’s son is serving as President
and a second war resolution is being con-
templated. It is fair to say that the Bush view
of the Middle East literally has dominated U.S.
policy for 75 percent of the past two decades.

9/11 was but the latest chapter in the ex-
panding violence.

It is also important to inquire as to what pri-
vate oil interests in the Middle East are held,
or were held, by key officials in the current
Bush Administration and how that might influ-
ence their views of U.S. “vital interests.”

In the past, according to the Arabian Penin-
sula and Gulf Studies Project (supported by
the Kuwait Foundation for the Advancement of
Sciences). George W. Bush sat on the board
of Harken Oil of Grand Prairie, Texas, as a
private citizen, and held major oil company in-
volvement in Bahrain both professionally and
personally.

Halliburton, the firm that hired Vice-Presi-
dent Dick CHENEY as its CEO subsequent to
the Persian Gulf War, had previously operated
in Iraq. During the early 1980's, Vice-President
CHANEY served as U.S. Secretary of Defense
and Donald Rumsfeld as one of his Assistant
Secretaries of Defense.

Newspaper reports now indicate that during
that same period, biological and chemical
germ samples were transferred to Iraq from
the government of the United States through
the Center for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) to several Iraqi sites that U.N. weapons
inspectors determined were part of Saddam
Hussein’'s biological weapons program. In-
deed, the U.S. government provided agricul-
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tural credits to Irag to finance these trans-
actions and the purchase of large amounts of
fertilizer and chemicals to be used in Irag's
protracted war with Iran.

Congressional records and CDC documents
for that period show Iraq ordered the samples,
and claimed them for legitimate medical re-
search. The CDC and a biological sample
company called the American Type Culture
Collection sent strains of several germs. The
transfers were made in the 1980's.

Included among these strains: anthrax, the
bacteria that make botulinum toxin, and the
germs that cause gas gangrene. Iraq also got
samples of other deadly pathogens, including
the West Nile virus. Senator ROBERT BYRD
has questioned Secretary Rumsfeld, as Presi-
dent Reagan’s envoy to the Middle East at
that time, inquiring about how contacts were
made with Iragq to transfer chemical and bio-
logical agents from the U.S. to Iraq as its
launched its attacks on Iran.

Before launching another war, this one uni-
laterally, Congress must vote to place U.S. pri-
orities where they belong—security here at
home and a valued partner in the global com-
munity of nations.

Three policy prescriptions deserve greater
weight.

First, inspection now, rigorous and full, in le-
gion with the world community.

Second, America must restore energy inde-
pendence here at home. If we could land a
man on the moon in 10 years, surely we can
gather ourselves to master this scientific im-
perative. No longer should oil become a proxy
for America’s foreign policy. Our economic re-
lations should not reward dictatorships.

Third, the U.S. must regain momentum to
find a solution to the Israeli-Palestinian con-
flict. President Bush should dispatch former
U.S. Senators George Mitchell and Warren
Rudman to the Middle East as ambassadors
without portfolio to exercise their considerable
talents.

In closing, let me re-emphasize:

What is the “imminent threat” to the United
States that justifies going to war now?

Where is the hard evidence of the new
threat?

With unilateral action, how will the United
States avoid being viewed in the Islamic world
as a “‘common enemy?”

What specific threat justifies abandoning 50
years of strategic policy in favor of a unilateral
policy of pre-emption?

Who would succeed Saddam Hussein in
power in Irag? How would a partitioned Iraq
be a stabilizing force?

Does the United States want to engage in
nation building in Afghanistan and Iraq simul-
taneously?

Who will pay for this nation building?

When will the United States wean itself from
its dangerous dependence on foreign olil,
which takes money from our people and dis-
torts our foreign policy?

Why should the U.S. military be asked to
serve as an occupying force in Afghanistan
and Irag?

What makes lIrag’'s threat to the United
States so much more serious today that it was
four months ago or even two years ago?

In closing, let not America be perceived as
the “bully on the block™” in the most oil-rich re-
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gion of the world, where not one democratic
state exists. Vote for security. Vote for sta-
bility. Vote for energy independence. Vote for
resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Vote
for Spratt-Skelton. Vote “no” on the Hastert-
Gephardt resolution.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BRADY).

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the kind gentleman for his lead-
ership on human rights and on safety
throughout the world.

You have to ask yourself at a serious
time like this, was not 9/11 enough?
Was not 9/11 enough to spur America’s
resolve to defend our own country?

I support this resolution because the
first responsibility of our government
is to defend American citizens. The
government of Iraq, like our terrorist
nations, presents a grave threat to the
safety, to the security, to the well-
being of every American that hears
this debate tonight.

We are in the early stages of what is
likely to be a very long war against
terrorism. In his September 20th, 2001,
address to a Joint Session of Congress
here in this Chamber, President Bush
vowed that America would not rest
until we had rooted out terrorism
around the world. He said the countries
harboring terrorists would be treated
as terrorist nations themselves; that
the coming war would be a long one, to
be measured in years, rather than
months.

The Afghanistan campaign is the
first step in putting that pledge into
action, and much remains to be done.
Does anyone seriously believe that ter-
rorism began and ended in Afghani-
stan?

Disarming Iraq and its support for
state-sponsored terrorism is the next
logical step to secure peace for our
families and for this world. As we were
reminded again this afternoon with the
released audiotape of bin Laden’s sec-
ond in command predicting yet more
terrorist attacks on America, the ques-
tion is not if America will be attacked
again here at home, but when and by
whom.

Instead of crashing airplanes into our
downtown office buildings or into our
Pentagon, the terrorists of the future
will turn to dangerous chemical and bi-
ological weapons, attempts to poison
our air and water, disrupt our energy
supply, our economy, our electronic
commerce, destroy the jobs we rely
upon each day.

Yes, they will direct these weapons of
terrible destruction toward America,
because standing as the world’s lone
superpower means standing as the
world’s biggest target. Our homeland,
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our communities, our schools, our
neighborhoods and millions of Amer-
ican lives are at risk as we speak to-
night.

It is clear to me we are going to fight
this war on terrorism in one of two
ways: either overseas at its source, or
here at home when it lands in our
neighborhoods. I choose overseas at its
source.

America’s security at home depends
upon largely our strength in the world.
Terrorism expands according to our
willingness to tolerate it. For too long
the world has turned a blind eye to ter-
rorism, afraid to confront it; and ter-
rorism has flourished because the ac-
tions of our world Ileaders mnever
matched their harsh words.

Well, that is all over now. That all
changed September 11. That all
changed with President Bush.

For the sake of our homeland, we
must mean what we say. For the sake
of our children, we must follow
through on our vow to end terrorism. If
the United Nations efforts should fail,
if Saddam Hussein chooses to continue
to arm himself and harbor terrorists,
then America must act. Words alone
are not enough. And when we send U.S.
troops overseas, it must be to win and
to return home as planned.

Our first President said there is noth-
ing so likely to produce peace as to be
well-prepared to meet an enemy. We
know the enemy, we know the dif-
ficulty, we know the duty, and we
know the strength of America’s mili-
tary men and women.

The resolution before the House to-
night is not a question of the Presi-
dent’s persuasiveness. It is a question
of Congress’ resolve to whip this ter-
rible war on terrorism.

We know where the President stands.
The question is, where does Congress
stand, and do we stand with him? I do,
and I am proud to do so. Make it clear,
our resolve is not for war today; it is
for peace tomorrow.

0 2015

Our resolve is not for security for
America alone, but for security for the
world, a world free of fear from horror,
from the incredible weapons of mass
destruction, from all of that terrorism
spawns.

All T seek and all Americans seek is
a simple request: when our families
leave our homes each morning, that
they return home safely each night.
Was not 9-11 enough for America to act
to protect our citizens? It is.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I gladly yield 5% minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. ROTH-
MAN), a distinguished member of the
House Committee on Appropriations.

(Mr. ROTHMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, America’s view of the
world changed. On that day, many
Americans learned, for the first time,
that there were people in the world
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who hated America so much that they
would cross the oceans to come here to
kill thousands of American men,
women, and children, even if it meant
they would die themselves.

In considering the resolution before
us, I have weighed all of the pros and
cons, all the risks of action and the
risks of inaction, with September 11
very much in my mind. I believe that
any close question on matters of na-
tional security must now be resolved in
favor of erring on the side of being
proactive and not reactive in pro-
tecting our people and our homeland.

I have spent a tremendous amount of
time and study over the past several
months on what to do about Saddam
Hussein. I have engaged in dialogue
with many of my constituents, spoken
with experts on every side of this issue,
and read literally thousands of pages of
analysis. I can delineate as well as any
opponent of this resolution all of the
possible and considerable risks associ-
ated with military action against Sad-
dam Hussein. However, in the end, I
conclude, beyond any reasonable doubt,
that America must join forces with our
allies, hopefully under the express au-
thorization of the United Nations, but
that we must take action to prevent
Saddam Hussein from using his weap-
ons of mass destruction against us.

Now, especially in the light and shad-
ow of September 11, there is a new im-
mediacy and power to Saddam Hus-
sein’s long-standing and often-stated
threats against America.

For years, Saddam Hussein has been
a well-known patron and financier of
some of the world’s most lethal anti-
American terrorists and terrorist orga-
nizations. Now, al Qaeda has joined
them. After being driven from Afghani-
stan, al Qaeda has now sought and re-
ceived safe haven from Saddam Hus-
sein. Saddam is now training al Qaeda
in bomb-making and the manufacture
and delivery of poisonous and deadly
gases.

We know that for years al Qaeda has
been trying to get their hands on
chemical, biological, or nuclear weap-
ons to use against America and Ameri-
cans. The thought of Saddam Hussein
now infecting willing al Qaeda ‘‘mar-
tyrs’”’ with his smallpox virus and send-
ing them into America’s major cities,
causing hundreds of thousands of
Americans to die of smallpox, is truly
terrifying. The thought of Saddam
Hussein sending these same al Qaeda
martyrs to America to spray chemical
or biological poisons over America’s
reservoirs or in our most populated cit-
ies is a thought so horrifying, yet so
real a possibility, that I cannot, in
good conscience, especially after the
surprise attack of September 11, permit
this to happen.

I, therefore, endorse this resolution. I
do so, however, with a heavy heart. I do
so yet with no reasonable doubt that
preventing Saddam Hussein from using
his weapons of mass destruction
against us is necessary now if we are to
avoid another 9-11 or worse.
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Mr. Speaker, I pray that military ac-
tion is not necessary and that alone,
passage of this resolution will result in
Saddam Hussein’s compliance with all
existing U.N. resolutions to disarm and
to permit unconditional inspections.
But in the end, that is Saddam Hus-
sein’s choice.

Mr. Speaker, as we pass this resolu-
tion, let us pray for the safety of all
Americans, including the brave men
and women in our military, law en-
forcement, and all other branches of
our government who are today pro-
tecting us here at home and in coun-
tries around the world and who will be
called upon to do so tomorrow or in the
days ahead. God bless them and God
bless America.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. WHITFIELD).

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, to-
night we discuss giving the President
the authority to use military force
against Iraq. As the Congressman from
the first district of Kentucky, I have
the privilege of representing the fine
men and women of Fort Campbell, Ken-
tucky, home of the 101st Airborne, Air
Assault Division, the 5th Special
Forces Group, and the 160th Special
Operations Aviation Regiment, better
known as the Night Stalkers.

These soldiers were among the first
to engage the Taliban in Afghanistan
and, unfortunately, the first to suffer
casualties.

If we go to war with Iraq, they will
again be the tip of the spear thrusting
at our enemies, and they will again,
sadly, be among the first to suffer cas-
ualties. Hopefully, that will not occur.

When I vote later this week, I may be
putting my friends and neighbors on
the frontline of combat. It is not a de-
cision that any of us takes lightly.
Therefore, after much deliberation, I
have reluctantly concluded that Sad-
dam Hussein has proven himself to be a
threat that we cannot ignore.

For 11 years Saddam Hussein has de-
fied U.N. resolution after resolution,
while continuing his drive to acquire
weapons of mass destruction. For
years, he hindered and toyed with U.N.
weapons inspectors in defiance of the
cease-fire that ended the Gulf War. He
has consorted with terrorists who are
willing and eager to target innocent ci-
vilians in their war of hatred against
the civilized world. He controls biologi-
cal and chemical weapons, and we
know he is trying to develop nuclear
capability as well.

We are the world’s only remaining
superpower; yet a small band of terror-
ists were able to cause unprecedented
death and destruction here in America.
We cannot wait for another attack to
take more American lives before fi-
nally deciding to act.

Another dead American man, woman,
or child, struck down in their home or
workplace by terrorist violence, would
be an indictment of this Congress’s
failure to act while we had the chance.
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I firmly believe that granting the
President the authority he needs to
continue to combat the menace of
Saddam’s regime is the best way to
preserve peace, and I firmly believe
that granting the President the au-
thority he needs to combat the menace
of Saddam’s regime is the best way to
help the Iraqi people.

Our allies in the U.N., many of whom
have explored reestablishing beneficial
economic ties with Saddam Hussein’s
regime, are unlikely to take the nec-
essary steps or approve our taking
those steps to end Saddam’s threat un-
less the U.S. leads the way.

Since the President’s speech to the
United Nations, we have witnessed the
rest of the civilized world awakening
from its slumber and stealing itself for
this necessary confrontation with Sad-
dam Hussein. By uniting behind our
President, we can send the world an in-
dication of our resolve. If we show our
allies that we consider the threat
worth risking the lives of our soldiers,
I believe our allies will support us in
our endeavor.

Mr. Speaker, my hometown news-
paper recently noted that 60 million
people died in World War II to teach
the world that allowing tyranny to go
unchecked was wrong. Let us not make
that same mistake with Saddam Hus-
sein.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS), a
person who is a senior member of the
Committee on Armed Services and has
worked for persons in uniform for
many years.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this resolution.

I believe that taking action against
Iraq at this time will take vital re-
sources away from an even more press-
ing and dangerous threat: the war on al
Qaeda. And this action, including the
occupation and stabilization of the na-
tion after the invasion, could drain our
military resources for over a decade.

I do believe that Saddam Hussein and
his possession and development of
weapons of mass destruction does pose
a threat to our Nation. But we already
have a policy that is containing the
threat and positions us well if we have
to move forcefully.

I think our greater responsibility is
to assess threats to our national secu-
rity and then decide how to deal with
them. I believe we have an even greater
challenge that we must not divert pre-
cious resources from the global war on
terrorism.

The greatest danger facing our Na-
tion comes from al Qaeda, the terrorist
network that perpetrated the acts of
September 11. And while a year has
passed and we have prosecuted a suc-
cessful war against al Qaeda in Afghan-
istan, the infrastructure of terror, how-
ever, remains in place. Our forces are
still searching for bin Laden and his
followers, and while these people re-
main at large, our Nation still focuses
on the possibility of attacks from this
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group on an even larger scale than Sep-
tember 11.

I am deeply concerned that pros-
ecuting a war on Iraq will divert pre-
cious resources from this war. A cam-
paign against Saddam Hussein could
tie up 200,000 military personnel. Di-
verting these forces and the assets that
will be needed to support them will
stretch our military perilously thin. To
do this while we are conducting an in-
tense worldwide anti-terror operations
is unwise. I believe it puts the lives of
American citizens at risk. It will keep
us from exerting the full range of mili-
tary options we need to neutralize ter-
rorist cells and to interrupt planned
terrorist operations. And it could con-
tinue to weigh down our military for a
number of years.

It has been estimated that we will
need up to 50,000 to remain behind for a
period of years to help guarantee as
much as can be possibly done for the
civility of Iraq.
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No one knows how long this will take
or what type of resources we will need.
Add to this the potential for conflict
between ethnic and political rivals in
Iraq, and we could be entering a quag-
mire that we may not be able to get
out of. The administration has not
clearly outlined our exit strategy, and
this is another thing that bothers my
constituents.

The war that the administration is
entering into is a war on terror. Yet
the case has not been made that links
Iraq to support to al-Qaeda. The evi-
dence to this point is sketchy, at best.
In fact, the evidence really suggests
that Iraq is a greatly weakened nation
and that the threat posed by it has
been deterred or reduced by the U.S.
presence in the Gulf and the enforce-
ment of the no-fly zones.

The strategy of containment has
kept Iraq at bay. It has worked and
continues to work. We can continue
this policy as well as allow the U.N.
weapons inspectors to go in to do their
jobs. If all of this ends in the conclu-
sion that Iraq is in violation of U.N.
resolutions and is near a real nuclear
weapons capability, we can reevaluate
our options. Until then, we should con-
tinue with the present policy.

I think we have a great responsibility
to our men and women who are going
to fight this war and to the people who
have, time and time again, come before
this body and talked about how their
sons or daughters and relatives have
served in the Persian Gulf War and suf-
fered from, let us say, Agent Orange
disability. Because those that saw com-
bat went over to the Persian Gulf
healthy and came back ill. Many of
them still suffer from the illnesses, the
causes of which we still do not know.

Before we send these young men and
women off to war and expose them not
only to the hazards of conflict but to a
lifetime of dealing with the physical
and emotional costs of combat, we
must do everything to achieve our
goals without resorting to force.
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In the case of Iraq, we can do this. If
not, we face losing the war we must
win, the fight against al Qaeda.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH), a distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, there is
no more important thing that this Con-
gress does, and, in fact, this country
does, than protect our national secu-
rity.

For many years, the most significant
threat to us as a Nation was ballistic
missiles from the former Soviet Union.
That threat does not exist today; and,
in fact, we are living in a new world.

I think what the President has ac-
knowledged, and is trying to lead the
American people and this Congress to
an understanding of, is that the great-
est threat to this country today is the
threat of weapons of mass destruction
by both terrorist states and terrorists.

That is the unthinkable, weapons of
mass destruction against our home-
land. What could that mean? It is the
unthinkable. We do not want to think
about it, but it is a potential reality.
Had a nuclear weapon been on one of
the planes that hit the World Trade
Center, it would not have been 4,000
people who died. I think it is impos-
sible for any of us to really feel or real-
ly understand what it means for 4,000
people to die in an instant. It literally
would have meant at least 4 million
people dying in an instant, and many
more dying subsequent to that.

This is not an unthinkable possi-
bility. The reality is we live in a world
where to build a nuclear weapon takes
about 7 pounds of enriched uranium,
not much larger than a softball. In
fact, it can be carried without det-
riment to a carrier of it. The tech-
nology to build the weapon, unfortu-
nately, is not that sophisticated today.

One of the issues in terms of Iraq
that is worth pointing out, in 1981,
when the Israelis blew up the Iraqi
military nuclear reactor, in 1981, they
were 6 months away from having a nu-
clear weapon. That was over 20 years
ago. If we think about a sense of how
much the world and technology has
changed in 20 years, personal com-
puters did not exist 20 years ago when
that nuclear reactor was blown up. Ob-
viously, technology has gone a long
way from that point; as well, the effort
of the Iraqis to acquire those weapons
since that period of time and in the ap-
proximately 4 years that there have
been no weapons inspectors at all in
Iraq.

When the weapons inspectors left 4
years ago, about 4 years ago, 4 years
and a short period of time, in the pub-
lic domain we have the information
that the Iraqis had smallpox and an-
thrax at that time, and we know they
have used it against their own citizens
and other countries.

What does it mean? What is the
issue? Iraq is not the only country in
the world that has weapons of mass de-
struction. Why are we addressing this
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issue? Why am I supporting the resolu-
tion of use of force against Iraq? I
think there is a policy that the Presi-
dent has articulated that it is just not
enough that they have the weapons,
but, really, the intent to use them.

Clearly, Iraq does not have the abil-
ity to send ballistic missiles to the
United States. We understand that.
But they do have the ability today to
attack us with biological and chemical
weapons, today. We do not know how
far off they are from nuclear weapons,
but 20 years ago they were 6 months
away. We know they are aggressively
trying to seek those weapons today.

I think we need to acknowledge this
is really a change in policy, but a
change in policy for this country that
is needed in terms of weapons of mass
destruction in the 21st century. The
downside of not stopping these weapons
is, in fact, the unthinkable.

One of the things we do not talk
about often is, once the sort of code of
both equipment and delivery of these
weapons is broken, why would a coun-
try, why would Iraq, have one nuclear
weapon? Would they not have five, 10,
or for that matter, 15, to be able to use
in terrorist ways?

We talk about the fact they have the
ability today to build a weapon. The
only restriction potentially is their
lack of material, of enriched uranium,
7 pounds of enriched uranium. Effec-
tively, we have no way of stopping that
from entering the United States today.
We acknowledge that, effectively, we
cannot.

We have thousands of pounds of co-
caine, and our war on drugs, as effec-
tive as it is, it literally lets in thou-
sands of pounds of cocaine a year into
the United States.

I urge my colleagues, I urge the
country to support this effort. We have
a country that literally wants to Kkill
us. They do not want to kill the
French. They do not want to kill the
Swedish. The action is directed at us.

This is an issue, as I started this
evening, of national security, national
defense, national survival for the
United States of America. I urge the
adoption of the resolution.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me say to all the
Members on this side who will be com-
ing up, because of the large number of
Members who would like to speak, we
are asking if their remarks can be con-
tained in the 5 minutes, because from
this point on we will be unable to yield
extra time.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. BACA),
who is a new Member, but his mark has
been made in agriculture and science.

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I come be-
fore this Chamber with a heavy heart,
because I know that I am making one
of the most difficult decisions in my
life.
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Like my colleagues in Congress and
every American, I have debated wheth-
er unilateral military action in Iraq is
the best thing to do. I have carefully
weighed and considered all options. I
pray to God that I am making the
right decision.

I have not been able to sleep. I think
about the mothers and fathers I have
met who have asked me, how long will
this war last? How many lives will be
lost? Could our children be drafted?
How many of those children will come
back with deformities, with cancer or
mental illness?

I think about our many sons and
daughters that will be affected by our
decision. I wonder how many will not
make it home to their parents.

I think about the many veterans that
already have served our Nation but
still have not received access to the
benefits of our country that has prom-
ised them that.

I think about the innocent Iraqi chil-
dren who will be caught in the cross-
fire.

I think about how this war could
make us more suspicious of others
based on the color of their skin.

I have talked to bishops, clergy, com-
munity leaders. All of my constituents
have written and voiced their concern
about the war. Is the price we will pay
in lives worth the security we might
gain by eliminating only one of count-
less threats? In our Nation’s history,
we have never fired the first shot, so
why now?

One thing is clear: We must exhaust
every alternative before we send our
sons and daughters into harm’s way.
We all want to keep our families and
our Nation safe from terrorists and
weapons of mass destruction, but I also
want to make sure that I can look into
my children’s eyes and tell them that
we have done everything we can to
avoid a war.

War should also be the last resort,
not the first option. I do not believe
the President has made the case clear
to the American people that now is the
best time, or that unilateral action is
the best option.

That is why I will vote in favor of the
Spratt substitute. The Spratt sub-
stitute supports the President’s pro-
posal for intrusive weapons inspections
and still gives the President the power
to use our military if Iraq refuses to
comply.

Let me be clear: I support the Presi-
dent in his efforts to protect and de-
fend this Nation, but we must do so
with the support of the United Nations
and the international community.

The Spratt amendment says that the
President has to get congressional ap-
proval before he unilaterally invades
Iraq. Does that not make sense? Should
the President come to Congress before
he leads this Nation into war? That is
what our Constitution demands.

Like the rest of the Nation, I am con-
cerned that Saddam Hussein could
transfer weapons of mass destruction
to terrorist organizations, but we must
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not act in haste and not without the
support of the United Nations and the
world community. That is why I reluc-
tantly will vote against H.R. 114.

Mr. Speaker, I want to make one
thing clear: Do not confuse my vote
against the resolution as a vote against
our troops. As a veteran, as a Congress-
man, as a patriotic American, I stand
100 percent for our troops. I remember
how our brave men and women were
treated when they returned home from
Vietnam. They were treated with scorn
and hate. We must not repeat our mis-
takes of the past. Regardless of what
we think of the war, we must all sup-
port our soldiers, and we should pro-
tect their lives by winning support of
our allies.

Acting alone will increase our eco-
nomic burden and leave us with few re-
sources to rebuild Iraq. It would raise
the question about the legitimacy of
our action in the eyes of the world. It
would create more instability in the re-
gion and turn a mere threat into our
worst nightmare.

Mr. Speaker, has the Bush adminis-
tration answered all of our questions?
What will happen if we go to war and
Saddam Hussein uses chemical or bio-
logical weapons against our troops?

Our troops must have the equipment
and resources they need to fight the
war. Do we know what Saddam will
throw at us? That is why we must pro-
vide them with all possible protection
and treatment and benefits they need.

When our children come back to us
sick with cancer, horribly disfigured,
we must not turn our backs on them or
their families.

What will happen with this regime?
We must make sure that a new Iraq is
democratic and respects human rights.
A post-Saddam Iraq must be a beacon
of hope to the Arab world and not a
tool of American foreign policy.

What effect will this have on our war
on terrorism? Would going to war with
Iraq add fuel to the fire of the war on
terrorism?

What effects would this have on our
economy? The Bush administration
tries to paint a rosy picture of the
state of our economy, but we have gone
from a record surplus to crippling defi-
cits. My constituents are concerned
about their savings, their jobs, pre-
scription drugs, Social Security, the
schools. How will this war affect them?

The President must not forget the
economic problems of the American
people. I am placing my trust, and our
country is placing its trust, in this
President to heed these concerns.

I know the President’s resolution
will likely pass this body with little ef-
fort. I oppose it because more of our
men and women will die if we go to
war. I pray to God that I have made the
right decision.

O 2045

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. CLAY), a member of the
Committee on Financial Services.
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Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PAYNE) for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, over the last few weeks
my constituents in St. Louis have
made their opinions clear to me re-
garding the President’s positions re-
garding Iraq, and I hear great opposi-
tion to war against Iraq. I hear moth-
ers, fathers, seniors, college students
and veterans opposing any action in
the region. Their voices are black,
white, Asian and Hispanic. And while
the reasons for their opposition vary,
the one common question they all seem
to have is this: How does this conflict
serve America’s best interest?

I, along with many Americans, be-
lieve that the state of our sagging do-
mestic economy has to be considered
our Nation’s greatest concern at this
time. In the past year and a half this
country has experienced increasing un-
employment, growing national debt,
tumbling economic growth, and a
floundering stock market which has
lost all consumer confidence.

Despite all this, our domestic issues
have been pushed aside as we debate a
possible preemptive attack against
Iraq. Important issues like education,
Social Security, unemployment, and
affordable health care have been al-
most completely ignored by this diver-
sion. Another question my constitu-
ents frequently ask is this: How will
this war affect our young men and
women serving in the Armed Forces?

When one looks at the make-up of
our Armed Forces, African Americans
make up more than 25 percent of the
U.S. Army and over 38 percent of our
Marine Corps. And since African Amer-
icans comprise more than 50 percent of
my district, my constituents are jus-
tifiably concerned that instead of mak-
ing their lives more secure, this war
will likely expose them to even greater
dangers.

Mr. Speaker, if my constituents are
any gauge of the American public’s
concern regarding possible military ac-
tion against Iraq, then I hope all Amer-
icans will contact their elected offi-
cials here in Congress at 202-225-3121
and voice their opposition to this reso-
lution.

Neither my constituents nor I have
forgotten September 11. We are still
asking questions about the magnitude
of this country’s loss, but debating
unprovoked unilateral action against a
country whose ties to terrorism are
suspect at best is not providing any an-
swers. I for one believe that our mili-
tary’s top priority should be fighting al
Qaeda and finishing the war against
terrorism that we started in Afghani-
stan. Those who support this resolution
have not yet come close to proving to
me that Iraq represents a big enough
military threat to take our focus off of
bin Laden.

In addition, the stability of the Mid-
dle East is in danger. Jordan, Saudi
Arabia, and Egypt would be subject to
extreme internal pressure and unrest
that would disrupt and threaten Amer-
ican interests in the region.
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The concerns of my constituents
echos voices heard more than 200 years
ago. The men and women who founded
our country imagined a Nation based
on liberty and republican principals.
One of these principals was that no
country had the unilateral right to at-
tack another without just cause. And
President George Washington went so
far as to suggest that America should
keep its hands out of most foreign af-
fairs. Washington stated, ‘“The great
rule of conduct for us in regards to for-
eign nations is in extending our com-
mercial relation to have as little polit-
ical connection as possible.”

It appears that now, 200 years later,
we have strayed quite far from our
Founding Fathers’ vision. And I cannot
in good faith subject my constituents
to this military conflict. I urge my fel-
low Members of Congress to also vote
against this resolution.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS), a member of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in opposition to this resolution,
and I am opposed not because I do not
believe that we need to protect our na-
tional security. I am not in opposition
because Saddam Hussein does not need
to be checkmated and stopped. And I
am not opposed because I do not recog-
nize the need for a strong military, and
I am not in opposition because this res-
olution has been put forth by President
Bush.

However, I am opposed because after
all of the information I have seen and
after all I have heard, neither am I or
a majority of residents of my district,
the Seventh Congressional District of
Illinois, convinced that the war is our
only and most immediate option. We
are not convinced that every diplo-
matic action has been exhausted.
Therefore, I am not convinced that this
resolution would prevent us, the
United States of America, from acting
without agreement and involvement of
the international community.

I oppose a unilateral first-strike ac-
tion by the United States without a
clearly demonstrated and imminent
threat of attack against the United
States. We are now asked to vote on a
resolution which will likely culminate
in a war with Iraq, a war which may in-
volve the entire Mid East region.

As the American people are attempt-
ing to make sense of this complex situ-
ation, no one doubts the evil of the cur-
rent Iraqi regime. No one doubts the
eventuality that the United States
would prevail in armed conflict with
Iraq.

What then are the central issues
which confront us? One, is there an im-
mediate threat to the United States?
In my judgment the answer is no. We
have not received evidence of imme-
diate danger. We have not received evi-
dence that Iraq has the means to at-
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tack the United States, and we have
not received evidence that the danger
is greater today than it was last year
or the year before.

Two, will the use of military force
against Iraq reduce or prevent the
spread or use of weapons of mass de-
struction? In my judgment, the answer
is no. All evidence is that Iraq does not
possess nuclear weapons today. The use
of chemical or biological weapons or
the passage of such weapons to ter-
rorist groups would be nothing less
than suicide for the current Iraqi lead-
ership. However, as the CIA reports
have indicated, faced with invasion and
certain destruction, there would be
nothing for the Iraqi regime to lose by
using or transferring any such weapons
they may still possess. Other states in
the region which fear they could be at-
tacked next could be moved to rash ac-
tion.

Finally, three, have we exhausted all
nonmilitary options to secure the
elimination of all weapons of mass de-
struction in Iraq in accordance with
United Nations resolutions? In my
judgment, the answer is no. We have
not exhausted the potential for a col-
lective action with our allies. We have
not yet exhausted the potential for in-
spections and for a strict embargo on
technologies which could be used for
weapons of mass destruction. The use
of armed force should be a last resort
to be used only when all other options
have failed.

In my judgment that commitment to
the peaceful solution of problems and
conflict is an important part of what
our democracy should stand for, and
that does not necessitate or demand in-
vasion or an attack on Iraq at this
time.

I was at church on Sunday and the
pastor reminded us of Paul as he talked
about our problems with Saddam Hus-
sein. He reminded us that as Paul in-
structed the Philippians on how to deal
with conflict, at one point he wrote to
the Philippians, ‘‘Brethren, I count
myself not to have apprehended, but
this one thing I do, forgetting those
things which are behind, and reaching
forth unto those things which are be-
fore. I press forth towards the mark for
the prize of the high calling of Jesus
Christ.”

I trust, Mr. Speaker, that as we press
forward, I trust that we will press for-
ward towards the mark of a high call-
ing, that we will take the high road,
that we will take the road that leads to
peace and not to war, the road that lets
us walk by faith and not alone by sight
or might. Let us, Mr. Speaker, walk by
the Golden Rule. Let us do unto others
as we would have them do unto us. Let
us walk the road that leads to life and
not to death and destruction. Let us
walk the road to peace.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to this reso-
lution, which authorizes the President of the
United States to use armed forces of the
United States against Iraq, and | am opposed
to H.J. Res. 114, not because | don't believe
we need to protect our national security, | am
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not in opposition because Saddam Hussein
does not need to be checkmated and stopped,
I am not opposed because | don't recognize
the need for a strong military, and | am not in
opposition because this resolution has been
put forth by President Bush.

However, | am opposed because after all
the information that | have seen and after all
that | have heard, neither am I, or a majority
of the residents of my district, the 7th Con-
gressional District of lllinois, convinced that
war is our only and most immediate option.
We are not convinced that every diplomatic
action has been exhausted. Therefore, | am
not convinced that this resolution will prevent
us, the United States of America from acting
without agreement and involvement of the
international community. | oppose a unilateral
first strike action by the United States without
a clearly demonstrated and imminent threat of
attack against the United States.

We are now being asked to vote on a reso-
lution which will likely culminate in war with
Irag—a war which may involve the entire Mid-
east region.

The American people are attempting to
make sense of this complex situation. No one
doubts the evil of the current Iragi regime. No
one doubts that eventually the United States
would prevail in armed conflict with Iraq. What
then are the central issues which confront.

(1) Is there an immediate threat to the
United States?

In my judgment the answer is NO. We have
not received evidence of immediate danger.
We have not received evidence that Irag has
the means to attack the United States. We
have not received evidence that the danger is
greater today than it was last year or the year
before.

(2) Will the use of military force against Iraq
reduce or prevent the spread or use of Weap-
ons of Mass Destruction?

In my judgment the answer is NO. All evi-
dence is that Irag does not possess nuclear
weapons today. The use of chemical or bio-
logical weapons, or the passing of such weap-
ons to terrorist groups would be nothing less
than suicide for the current Iragi leadership.
As the CIA report has indicated we know that
when backed up against the wall people
sometimes lash out blindly and without careful
thought.

(3) Have we exhausted all non-military op-
tions to secure the elimination of Weapons of
Mass Destruction in Iraq in accordance with
United Nations resolutions?

In my judgment, the answer is no. We have
not exhausted the potential for collective ac-
tion with our allies. We have not yet ex-
hausted the potential for inspections and for a
strict embargo on technologies which could be
used for Weapons of Mass Destruction. The
use of armed force should be a last resort, to
be used only when all other options have
failed. In my judgment, that commitment to the
peaceful solution of problems and conflicts is
an important part of what our Democracy
should stand for, and that does not neces-
sitate or demand invasion or an attack on Iraq
at this time.

| was at church on Sunday and the pastor
reminded us of Paul as he talked about our
problems with Saddam Hussein. He reminded
us that as Paul instructed the Philippians on
how to deal with conflict—

Phillipians 3-13-14

Paul wrote to the Phillipians—
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“Brethren, | count myself not to have appre-
hended, but this one thing | do, forgetting
those things which are behind, and reaching
forth unto those things which are before.

| press toward the mark for the prize of the
high calling of God in Jesus Christ.”

| trust, Mr. Speaker, that as we press for-
ward, | trust that we will press forward toward
the mark of the high calling toward the high
road, the road which leads to peace and not
to war, the road that lets us walk by faith and
not alone by sight or might. Let us, walk by
the Golden Rule—let us do unto others as we
would have them do unto us. Let us walk the
road that leads to life and not to death and de-
struction. Let us walk the road that leads to
peace. | urge a no vote on this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘no’” vote on
this resolution.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. STRICKLAND), a member of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce,
the Subcommittee on Energy and
Health.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, all
of us agree that Saddam Hussein is a
bloodthirsty dictator and must be con-
tained. But before we send young
Americans into the deserts of Iraq, all
diplomatic possibilities to avert war
must be exhausted, and they have not
been.

In times like these amid all of the
swirling difference of opinion, what we
need more than anything else is a good
dose of common sense. Just today the
Columbus Dispatch offered an editorial
opinion which presents a commonsense
approach to the challenge we face. I
would like to share that editorial as a
commonsense message from Ohio, the
Heartland of America.

The editorial begins, ‘‘In his speech
on Monday, President Bush made an
excellent case for renewed United Na-
tions weapons inspections in Iraq. He
did not, however, make a case for war.
Though the President continues to
paint Iraq as an imminent threat to
peace, he offered no new evidence to
back that assessment. Iraq appears to
be neither more nor less a threat than
it was in 1998 when the last U.N. weap-
ons inspectors left the country; nor
does it appear to be a bigger threat
than Iran, Libya or North Korea, all of
whom are developing long-range mis-
siles and weapons of mass destruction
and are hostile to the United States.

The speech was a hodgepodge of half-
plausible justifications for war with
the President hoping that if he strings
together enough weak arguments, they
will somehow add up to a strong one.
For example, the President failed to
demonstrate any significant link be-
tween Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein
and the al Qaeda terrorism network.
The truth is it would be far easier to
demonstrate links between Iran and al
Qaeda or Saudi Arabia and al Qaeda.
But President Bush is not proposing
military action against those states
whose support for terrorism and ter-
rorist organizations is ©practically
overt. In fact, less than a day after the
President’s speech, CIA Director
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George Tenet told Congress that Sad-
dam apparently has a policy of not sup-
porting terrorism against the United
States.

The backhanded admission came as
Tenet warned that Saddam might
change his mind if he believes the
United States is serious about attack-
ing Iraq.

Next, the President cited the 11-year
history of Iraqi attempts to deceive
U.N. weapons inspectors as proof that
inspectors have failed. But have they?
For 11 years Saddam has not fielded a
nuclear weapon, nor has he deployed
any chemical or biological weapons.
This suggests that in spite of Iraqi at-
tempts to thwart inspectors, inspec-
tions have thwarted Saddam’s ability
to build the weapons he seeks.

The President also points out that
removing Saddam from power would be
a blessing to the people from Iraq who
have endured his totalitarian boot on
their necks for decades. This is true.
Saddam idolizes Soviet dictator Josef
Stalin and certainly will be skewered
on an adjacent spit in hell. But if re-
moving oppressive regimes justifies
war, the United States is in for a long,
long battle against half of the world
that is ruled by bloodthirsty dictators.

The weaknesses of the President’s ar-
guments only heighten suspicions that
the proposed attack on Iraq is intended
to divert attention from the so-so
progress of the genuine war on ter-
rorism and the sputtering economy.
Still, President Bush is correct to de-
mand that the inspectors resume and
that inspectors have unimpeded access
to all Iraqi sites including the so-called
presidential palaces. All diplomatic
means now should be deployed to
achieve that end.

O 2100

As it stands, Iraq has agreed to re-
admitting the inspectors, and the
United Nations is preparing to send
them in.

Sure, the United States and
United Nations have been down
road with Saddam before. But, last
time, neither Washington nor the
world community chose to do anything
significant about it. There is time to
give peaceful processes one more try.
If, as many expect, Saddam intends to
block the new inspections, the United
States and the United Nations will
have all the justifications they need for
stronger measures; and at that point
the President would have little prob-
lem in enlisting the support of the
American people and the aid of the
international community.

This concludes the editorial. And,
Mr. Speaker, I stand today in support
of the Spratt amendment because I
cannot support H.J. Res. 114. We may
have to eventually use military force
to disarm Saddam Hussein, but this
resolution is too open, too far-reach-
ing. It is wrong. It should be rejected.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE)

the
this
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be granted an additional 60 minutes,
and that he be permitted to control the
time and yield to other Members of our
body.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYES). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from American
Samoa?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS), the second longest
serving Democrat in the House and
ranking member of the Committee on
the Judiciary.

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for yielding me this
time, and I am proud to be a part of
this discussion tonight.

Passage of a resolution authorizing
the President to commence war at a
time and place of his choosing would
set a dangerous precedent and risk un-
necessary death. The proposal of this
resolution has already been called a
grand diversion of America’s political
focus as elections approach. Worse, it
would create a grand diversion of our
already depleted resources, those that
are so desperately needed for the press-
ing problems at home.

The American people are not blood-
thirsty. We never want to go to war un-
less we have been convinced that it is
absolutely necessary. That is as true of
Americans whether in Maine or West
Virginia or Texas or Michigan, whether
they are black, brown or white, young
or old, rich or poor. The mail and
phone calls I have received have been
overwhelmingly opposed to a preemp-
tive attack against Iraq.

Is war necessary now? We keep com-
ing back to one stubborn irrefutable
fact: There is no imminent threat to
our national security. The President
has not made the case. Senators and
Congressmen have emerged from
countless briefings with the same ques-
tion: Where is the beef? There is no
compelling evidence that Iraq’s capa-
bility and intentions regarding weap-
ons of mass destruction threaten the
U.S. now, nor has any member of the
Bush administration, the Congress, the
intelligence community shown evi-
dence linking the al Qaeda attacks last
year on New York and the Pentagon
with either Saddam Hussein or Iraqi
terrorists. Indeed, if President Bush
had such proof of Iraq’s complicity, he
would need no further authorization to
retaliate. That is the law. He could do
so under the resolution we passed only
3 days after al Qaeda’s infamous at-
tacks.

What is it we do now about Iraq? We
know Saddam is a ruthless ruler who
will try to maintain power at all costs
and who seeks to expand his weapons of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

destruction. We have known that for
some time. We do know that Iraq has
some biological and chemical weapons,
but none with a range to reach the
United States.

Therefore, the President paints two
scenarios:

The first is that Iraq would launch
biological or chemical weapons against
Israel, Arab allies, or our deployed
forces. But during the Gulf War, Sad-
dam did not do so. Why not? Because
he knew he would be destroyed in re-
taliation, and we were not then threat-
ening his destruction as President
Bush is now doing. Thus, attacking
Iraq will increase rather than decrease
the likelihood of Saddam Hussein’s
launching whatever weapons he may
have.

Now, under the administration’s sec-
ond scenario, Iraqg would give weapons
of destruction to al Qaeda, who might
bring them to our shores. But that sce-
nario, too, is not credible.

Perhaps the most significant intel-
ligence assessment we have was re-
vealed publicly only last night and has
been raised repeatedly on the floor dur-
ing this debate. The Central Intel-
ligence Agency states that Iraq is un-
likely to initiate chemical or biologi-
cal attacks against the United States,
and goes on to warn that ‘“‘Should Sad-
dam conclude that a U.S.-led attack
could no longer be deterred, he might
decide the extreme step of assisting
Islamist terrorists in conducting a
weapons of mass destruction attack
against the United States would be his
last chance to exact vengeance by tak-
ing a number of victims with him.”

Passage of a resolution authorizing the
President to commence war at a time and
place of his choosing would set dangerous
precedents and risk unnecessary death. The
proposal of this resolution has already created
a “grand diversion” of America’s political focus
as elections approach, and worse, it would
create a “grand diversion” of our already de-
pleted resources, so desperately needed for
pressing problems at home.

The American people are not bloodthirsty.
We never want to go to war, unless we have
been convinced that it is absolutely necessary.
That is as true of Americans whether in
Maine, West Virginia, Texas or Michigan—
whether they are black, brown or white; young
or old, rich or poor. The mail and phone calls
| receive have been overwhelmingly opposed
to a pre-emptive attack against Irag.

Is war necessary now? We keep coming
back to one stubborn irrefutable fact: There is
no imminent threat to our national security.
The President has not made the case. Sen-
ators and Congressmen have emerged from
countless briefing with the same question:
“Where's the beef?” There is no compelling
evidence that Iraq's capability and intentions
regarding weapons of mass destruction threat-
en the U.S. now. Nor has any member of the
Bush Administration, the Congress or the intel-
ligence community shown evidence linking the
Al Qaeda attacks last year on New York City,
and the Pentagon with either Saddam Hussein
or lraqi terrorists. Indeed, if President Bush
had such proof of Irag’s complicity, he would
need no further authorization to retaliate. He
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could do so under the resolution we passed
only three days after Al Qaeda’s infamous at-
tacks.

What is it that we do now about Iragq? We
know Saddam is a ruthless ruler who will try
to maintain power at all costs and who seeks
to expand his weapons of destruction. We
have known that for some time. We do know
that Irag has some biological and chemical
weapons, but none with range to reach the
U.S. Therefore, President Bush paints two
scenarios:

The first is that Iraq would launch biological
or chemical weapons against Israel, Arab al-
lies or our deployed forces. But during the
Gulf War, Saddam did not do so. Why not?
Because he knew he would be destroyed in
retaliation, and we were not then threatening
his destruction, as President Bush is now
doing. Thus, attacking Iraq will increase rather
than decrease the likelihood of Saddam Hus-
sein’s launching whatever weapons he does
have.

Under the Administration’s second scenario,
Iraq would give weapons of destruction to Al
Qaeda, who might bring them to our shores.
But that scenario, too, is not credible. Perhaps
the most significant intelligence assessment
we have is one revealed publicly only last
night. The CIA states that Iraq is unlikely to
initiate chemical or biological attack against
the U.S., and goes on to warn that, and |
quote:

Should Saddam conclude that a U.S.-led
attack could no longer be deterred, [Hussein
might] decide that the extreme step of as-
sisting Islamist terrorist in conducting a
[weapons of mass destruction] attack against
the United States would be his last chance to
exact vengeance by taking a number of vic-
tims with him.

In other words, the CIA warns that an attack
on lrag could well provoke the very tragedy
the President claims he is trying to forestall—
Saddam’s use of chemical or biological weap-
ons.

President Bush and his supporters now cite
some ‘“evidence of contacts between Al
Qaeda representatives and Baghdad.” So
what? We have had high level contracts with
North Korea, Afghanistan when the Taliban
ruled it, and other ruthless despots. That did
not mean we were allies. The intelligence
community has confirmed that Al Qaeda and
Saddam’s secular Baathist regime are en-
emies. As a religious fanatic, Bin Laden has
been waging underground war against the
secular governments of Irag, Egypt, Syria and
the military rulers of other Arabic countries.
Saddam would be very unlikely to give such
dangerous weapons to a group of radical ter-
rorists who might see fit to turn them against
Irag.

We are fairly certain that Iraq currently has
no nuclear weapons. Even with the best luck
in obtaining enriched uranium or plutonium,
the official intelligence estimate is that Iraq will
not have them for some time. If Irag must
produce its own fissile material, it would take
three to five years, according to those esti-
mates. In a futile effort to mirror the prudent
approach of President Kennedy during the
Cuban Missile Crisis, President Bush recently
released satellite photographs of buildings, as
evidence that Saddam has resumed a nuclear
weapons development. This is hardly headline
news. We knew that he had resumed them.

Another thing we know is that:
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Irag’s vast oil reserves have been a major
tool in the Administration’s pressuring other
countries to support our rush to war against
their better judgment; and

Those oil reserves will be controlled and al-
located by the U.S. if we install or bless a new
regime in Baghdad.

These implications are explored in an excel-
lent Washington Post article, which | ask
unanimous consent to insert in the RECORD
immediately following remarks. Let me read
just two paragraphs here:

A U.S.-led ouster of Iraqi President Sad-
dam Hussein could open up a bonanza for
American oil companies long banished from
Iraq, scuttling oil deals between Baghdad
and Russia, France and other countries, and
reshuffling world petroleum markets, ac-
cording to industry officials and leaders of
the Iraqi opposition.

Although senior Bush administration offi-
cials say that they have not begun to focus
on the issues involving oil and Iraq, Amer-
ican and foreign oil companies have already
begun maneuvering for a stake in the coun-
try’s huge proven reserves of 112 billion bar-
rels of crude oil, the largest in the world out-
side Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Speaker, there has been a discernible
and disconcerting rhythm to the Administra-
tion’s arguments. Every time one of their
claims has been rebutted, they have reverted
to the mantra that, after September 11, 2001,
the whole world has changed. Indeed it has.
But they cannot wave that new international
landscape like a magic wand in order to trans-
form Iraq into an imminent threat to the United
States when it is not.

Moreover, discussing whether Iraq presents
such a threat only deals with half of the equa-
tion before us. What are all the costs of war?
While Iraqg poses no imminent threat to us,
unleashing war against Iraq would pose many
terrible threats to America.

It would dilute our fight against Al Qaeda
terrorists. That is why families of the victims of
“9/11" have angrily told me and some of you
that they oppose a pre-emptive war precisely
because it would undermine our war on ter-
rorism. Administration assurances that war
against Iraq would not dilute our war on ter-
rorism are pleasing, but cannot change the
facts. Space satellites, aircraft, ships and spe-
cial forces simply cannot be in two places at
the same time.

America’s attacking Iraq alone would ignite
a firestorm of anti-American fervor in the Mid-
dle East and Muslim world and breed thou-
sands of new potential terrorists.

As we see in Afghanistan, there would be
chaos and inter-ethnic conflict following
Saddam’s departure. A post-war agreement
among them to cooperate peacefully in a new
political structure would not be self-executing.
Iraq would hardly become overnight a shining
“model democracy” for the Middle East. We
would need a U.S. peacekeeping force and
nation-building efforts there for years. Our sol-
diers and aid workers could be targets for ret-
ribution and terrorism.

American has never been an aggressor na-
tion. If we violate the U.N. Charter and unilat-
erally assault another country when it is not
yet a matter of necessary self-defense, then
we will set a dangerous precedent, paving the
way for any other nation that chooses to do
S0, too, including those with nuclear weapons
such as India and Pakistan and China.

We will trigger an arms-race of nations ac-
celerating and expanding their efforts to de-
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velop weapons of destruction, so that they can
deter “pre-emptive” hostile action by the U.S.
Do we really want to open this Pandora’s box?

Mr. Speaker, of all the consequences | fear,
perhaps the most tragic is that war, plus the
need to rebuild Iraq, would cost billions of dol-
lars badly needed at home. For millions of
Americans, the biggest threat to their security
is the lack of decent wage jobs, health insur-
ance or affordable housing for their families.
Senior citizens having to choose between buy-
ing enough food and buying prescription drugs
is an imminent threat. Unemployment reaching
6 million people is an imminent threat to
America’s well-being. Forty-one million Amer-
ican without health insurance is an imminent
threat.

The huge cost of war and nation building,
which will increase our deficit, along with the
impact of the likely sharp rise in oil prices, will
deal a double-barreled blow to our currently
fragile economy.

What then should we do at this time? We
should face the many clear and present dan-
gers that threaten us here at home; we should
seek peaceful resolution of our differences
with Irag.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD an article from the Washington
Post from Sunday, September 15, 2002.

[From The Washington Post, Sept. 15, 2002]

IN IRAQI WAR SCENARIO, OIL IS KEY ISSUE

(By Dan Morgan and David B. Ottaway)

A U.S.-led ouster of Iraqi President Sad-
dam Hussein could open a bonanza for Amer-
ican oil companies long banished from Iraq,
scuttling oil deals between Baghdad and Rus-
sia, France and other countries, and reshuf-
fling world petroleum markets, according to
industry officials and leaders of the Iraqgi op-
position.

Although senior Bush administration offi-
cials say they have not begun to focus on the
issues involving oil and Iraq, American and
foreign o0il companies have already begun
maneuvering for a stake in the country’s
huge proven reserves of 112 billion barrels of
crude oil, the largest in the world outside
Saudi Arabia.

The importance of Iraq’s oil has made it
potentially one of the administration’s big-
gest bargaining chips in negotiations to win
backing from the U.N. Security Council and
Western allies for President Bush’s call for
tough international action against Hussein.
All five permanent members of the Security
Council—the United States, Britain, France,
Russia and China—have international oil
companies with major stakes in a change of
leadership in Baghdad.

“It’s pretty straighforward,” said former
CIA director R. James Woolsey, who has
been one of the leading advocates of forcing
Hussein from power. ‘“‘France and Russia
have o0il companies and interests in Iraq.
They should be told that if they are of assist-
ance in moving Iraq toward decent govern-
ment, we’ll do the best we can to ensure that
the new government and American compa-
nies work closely with them.

But he added: “If they throw in their lot
with Saddam, it will be difficult to the point
of impossible to persuade the new Iraqi gov-
ernment to work with them.”

Indeed, the mere prospect of a new Iraqi
government has fanned concerns by non-
American oil companies that they will be ex-
cluded by the United States, which almost
certainly would be the dominant foreign
power in Iraq in the aftermath of Hussein’s
fall. Representatives of many foreign oil con-
cerns have been meeting with leaders of the
Iraqi opposition to make their case for a fu-
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ture stake and to sound them out about their
intentions.

Since the Persian Gulf War in 1991, compa-
nies from more than dozen nations, including
France, Russia, China, India, Italy, Vietnam
and Algeria, have either reached or sought to
reach agreements in principle to develop
Iraqi oil fields, refurbish existing facilities
or explore undeveloped tracts. Most of the
deals are on hold until the lifting of U.N.
sanctions.

But Iraqi opposition officials made clear in
interviews last week that they will not be
bound by any of the deals.

“We will review all these agreements, defi-
nitely,” said Faisal Qaragholi, a petroleum
engineer who directs the London office of the
Iraqi National Congress (INC), an umbrella
organization of opposition groups that is
backed by the United States. ‘“‘Our oil poli-
cies should be decided by a government in
Iraq elected by the people.”

Ahmed Chalabi, the INC leader, went even
further, saying he favored the creation of a
U.S.-led consortium to develop Iraqg’s oil
fields, which have deteriorated under more
than a decade of sanctions. ‘“‘American com-
panies will have a big shot at Iragi,”” Chalabi
said.

The INC, however, said it has not taken a
formal position on the structure of Iraq’s oil
industry in event of a change of leadership.

While the Bush administration’s campaign
against Hussein is presenting vast possibili-
ties for multi-national oil giants, it poses
major risks and uncertainties for the global
oil market, according to industry analysts.

Access to Iraqi oil and profits will depend
on the nature and intentions of a new gov-
ernment. Whether Iraq remains a member of
the Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries, for example, or seeks an inde-
pendent role, free of the OPEC cartel’s
quotas, will have an impact on o0il prices and
the flow of investments to competitors such
as Russia, Venezuela and Angola.

While Russian o0il companies such as
Lukoil have a major financial interest in de-
veloping Iraqi fields, the low prices that
could result from a flood of Iraqi oil into
world markets could set back Russian gov-
ernment efforts to attract foreign invest-
ment in its untapped domestic fields. That is
because low world oil prices could make
costly ventures to unlock Siberia’s oil treas-
ures far less appealing.

Bush and Vice President Cheney have
worked in the oil business and have long-
standing ties to the industry. But despite the
buzz about the future of Iraqi oil among oil
companies, the administration, preoccupied
with military planning and making the case
about Hussein’s potential threat, has yet to
take up the issue in a substantive way, ac-
cording to U.S. officials.

The Future of Iraq Group, a task force set
up at the State Department, does not have
oil on its list of issues, a department spokes-
man said last week. An official with the Na-
tional Security Council declined to say
whether oil had been discussed during con-
sultations on Iraq that Bush has had over
the past several weeks with Russian Presi-
dent Vladimir Putin and Western leaders.

On Friday, a State Department delegation
concluded a three-day visit to Moscow in
connection with Iraq. In early October, U.S.
and Russian officials are to hold an energy
summit in Houston, at which more than 100
Russian and American energy companies are
expected.

Rep. Curt Weldon (R-Pa.) said Bush is
keenly aware of Russia’s economic interests
in Iraq, stemming from a $7 billion to $8 bil-
lion debt that Iraq ran up with Moscow be-
fore the Gulf War. Weldon, who has cul-
tivated close ties to Putin and Russian par-
liamentarians, said he believed the Russian
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leader will support U.S. action in Iraq if he
can get private assurances from Bush that
Russia ‘‘will be made whole’’ financially.

Officials of the Iraqi National Congress
said last week that the INC’s Washington di-
rector, Entifadh K. Qanbar, met with Rus-
sian Embassy officials here last month and
urged Moscow to begin a dialogue with oppo-
nents of Hussein’s government.

But even with such groundwork, the
chances of a tidy transition in the oil sector
appear highly problematic. Rival ethnic
groups in Iraq’s north are already squabbling
over the giant Kirkuk oil field, which Arabs,
Kurds and minority Turkmen tribesmen are
eyeing in the event of Hussein’s fall.

Although the volumes have dwindled in re-
cent months, the United States was import-
ing nearly 1 million barrels of Iraqi oil a day
at the start of the year. Even so, American
0il companies have been banished from di-
rect involvement in Iraq since the late 1980s,
when relations soured between Washington
and Baghdad.

Hussein in the 1990s turned to non-Amer-
ican companies to repair fields damaged in
the Gulf War and Iraq’s earlier war against
Iran, and to tap undeveloped reserves, but
U.S. government studies say the results have
been disappointing.

While Russia’s Lukoil negotiated a $4 bil-
lion deal in 1997 to develop the 15-billion-bar-
rel West Qurna field in southern Iraq, Lukoil
had not commenced work because of U.N.
sanctions. Iraq has threatened to void the
agreement unless work began immediately.

Last October, the Russian oil services com-
pany Slavneft reportedly signed a $52 million
service contract to drill at the Tuba field,
also in southern Iraq. A proposed $40 billion
Iraqi-Russian economic agreement also re-
portedly includes opportunities for Russian
companies to explore for oil in Iraq’s western
desert.

The French company Total Fina EIf has
negotiated for rights to develop the huge
Majnoon field, near the Iranian border,
which may contain up to 30 billion barrels of
oil. But in July 2001, Iraq announced it would
no longer give French firms priority in the
award of such contracts because of its deci-
sion to abide by the sanctions.

Officials of several major firms said they
were taking care to avoiding playing any
role in the debate in Washington over how to
proceed on Iraq. ‘““There’s no real upside for
American oil companies to take a very ag-
gressive stance at this stage. There’ll be
plenty of time in the future,” said James
Lucier, an oil analyst with Prudential Secu-
rities.

But with the end of sanctions that likely
would come with Hussein’s ouster, compa-
nies such as ExxonMobil and ChevronTexaco
would almost assuredly play a role, industry
officials said. ‘‘There’s not an oil company
out there that wouldn’t be interested in
Iraq,” one analyst said.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER), a member of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure and a strong fighter for
the environment.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this resolution to grant
unilateral authority to the President
of the United States for a preemptive
strike on Iraq. I cannot believe that
the Members of this body are ceding
our constitutional authority to this
President. And they can give me all the
fancy whereases and phrases, and put
on the fig leafs, and write all the report
language they want, but this is a blank
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check. This is a Gulf of Tonkin resolu-
tion. This is a violation not only of our
Constitution but will lead to a viola-
tion of the United Nations Charter.

Wake up, my colleagues. Why would
anyone vote to do that? That is not our
constitutional responsibility. And
when we vote on this resolution, will
America be more safe? No, I think
America will be less safe. We will di-
lute the war against terrorism. The de-
stabilization of the area will lead to
the increased probability of terrorists
getting nuclear weapons, say, in Paki-
stan. The al Qaeda are probably cheer-
ing the passage of this resolution. Now
is their chance to get more weapons.

We should not risk American lives.
We should be working with the United
Nations. We should get the inspectors
in there. We should disarm Saddam
Hussein. And if they cannot do their
work, if the U.N. authorizes force, we
will be a much stronger and efficient
force working with the United Nations.

Imminent threat. There is an immi-
nent threat. I will tell my colleagues
what the imminent threat is, it is our
failing economy and the rising unem-
ployment. It is kids not getting a qual-
ity education. It is 401(k)s that are
down to zero. It is corporate theft. It is
the obscene cost of prescription drugs.
That is the imminent threat to Amer-
ica, Mr. Speaker. That is what we
ought to be working on here.

I have heard all my colleagues on the
other side of this issue calling us ap-
peasers, those who are going to vote
against this resolution. We are wishful
thinkers. We have our eyes closed. We
sit on our hands. And, of course, that
phrase, the risk of inaction is greater
than the risk of action.

No one on this side, Mr. Speaker, is
suggesting inaction. Making peace is
hard work. Just ask Martin Luther
King, Jr. Ask Ghandi. Ask Norman
Mandela. They were not appeasers.
They were not inactive. They were
peacemakers. And they changed the
history of this world.

So let us not hear talk of appease-
ment. Let us not hear talk that we
favor inaction. We want action for
peace in this world, and we want the
United States to be part of that action.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, there is a whiff
of Vietnam in the air. I had a con-
stituent call me and say, ‘“You know, if
you enjoyed Vietnam, you are really
going to love Iraq.” The mail is run-
ning 10 to 1 against this war. Protests
have already begun around the Nation
and around the world.

I say to the President, of course
through the Speaker, that you came to
office as a uniter, not a divider. Yet we
are going round the road of division in
this Nation. You can see it, you can
smell it, you can hear it, and we are
going to hear more.

Let us not go down this road, Mr.
President. Rethink this policy. A coun-
try divided over war is not a country
that is going to make any progress. Let
us have a rethinking of this resolution.
Let us not vote for a preemptive uni-
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lateral strike. Let us work through the
United Nations. Let us become a peace-
making Nation. Let us vote ‘‘no” on
this resolution.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD), a member
of the Committee on Appropriations.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker,
like my colleagues of both parties and
in both Chambers and as the wife of a
Vietnam veteran, the national debate
on whether or not to go to war with
Iraq and under what circumstances has
weighed heavily on my mind and my
heart. For, clearly, sending the young
men and women of our Armed Forces
into harm’s way is one of the most se-
rious and far-reaching decisions a
Member of Congress will ever have to
make.

Like all Americans, I take pride in
the fact that we are a peaceful Nation
but one that will defend itself if needed
against real and imminent dangers.
Like all Americans, I take very seri-
ously our responsibilities as the
world’s global superpower and realize
how our words and actions can have
huge repercussions throughout the
world.

For that reason, I attended meetings
and studied the materials provided us.
I have listened to the administration,
my constituents, my colleagues on
both sides of the issue, both sides of
the aisle, and both sides of the Con-
gress; and I remain deeply concerned
about our march to war without a sup-
portive coalition or a clear and moral
justification.

Before making a final decision on my
vote, I also asked myself, as a wife and
mother, what would I want our Na-
tion’s leaders to do before sending my
son, my daughter, any loved one to
war? While I support our President’s ef-
forts to keep our Nation and our world
safe, I firmly believe the President has
not made the case for granting him far-
reaching power to declare preemptive
and unilateral war against Iraq.

There is no question that Saddam
Hussein is a dangerous and unconscion-
able dictator with little regard for
human life, and there is no question
that he must be disarmed and removed
from power. The facts presented thus
far, however, do not support the
premise that Saddam Hussein is an im-
mediate danger to our country.

It is for that reason that I believe it
is in the best interest of our Nation
and our American troops to make
every possible effort now to prevent
war by exhausting diplomatic efforts,
by giving the U.N. weapons inspectors
the resources and opportunity to per-
form their work, and by establishing a
U.N. Security Council multilateral co-
alition to use force, if necessary.
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If that fails, the President can then
bring his case to Congress on the need
for a unilateral preemptive strike
against Iraq. At this time, however, a
blank check authorization for military
force is not acceptable.
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I cannot, therefore, in good con-
science support the administration’s
request for a near carte blanche au-
thority to wage war when the case to
do so has not been justified.

I will, however, support the resolu-
tions of my colleagues, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) and
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT).

The Lee resolution urges Congress to
work with the United Nations using all
peaceful means possible to resolve the
issue of Iraqi weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

The Spratt resolution includes simi-
lar requirements with regards to the
United Nations but also authorizes the
use of force if the U.N. efforts fail. The
Spratt resolution brings responsibility
and accountability to our effort to pro-
tect our country from Saddam Hussein,
and it makes the administration and
the Congress partners in any military
action against Iraq.

The Spratt proposal honors our Na-
tion’s fundamental system of checks
and balances. It makes it possible for
me to say to my constituents and our
Nation’s sons and daughters, including
my stepson who proudly serves in the
U.S. Army, I did everything in my
power to keep you from harm’s way.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT), a member of the
Committee on the Judiciary and a con-
stitutional expert.

(Mr. WATT of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, Article I of the United States
Constitution states that the Congress
shall have power to declare war. Arti-
cle II of the Constitution provides that
the President shall be the Commander-
in-Chief. Over the years, these provi-
sions of the Constitution have been the
subject of a virtually endless tug of
war between the legislative branch and
the executive branch, as well as the
subject of virtually endless debate
among constitutional scholars.

In general I believe, and many con-
stitutional scholars agree, that these
two provisions reserve to Congress the
sole authority to declare war when
there is time for Congress to make a
deliberative determination to invade
another country and allow the Presi-
dent, as Commander-in-Chief to engage
the United States in war only in re-
sponse to an attack upon the United
States or its citizens or in the event of
direct and imminent threat of such an
attack.

I believe the resolution before us
today crosses the line, delegating to
the President the authority our Con-
stitution gives solely to Congress.
While we most certainly may delegate
our authority, to do so would, in my
opinion, be an abdication of our respon-
sibility as Members of Congress.

If, as the President asserted in his
speech to the American people, an im-
minent threat exists, it seems to me
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that this resolution is unnecessary.
There is ample precedent for the Presi-
dent to act under those circumstances
without a declaration of war or of au-
thorization from Congress. No such im-
minent threat has been shown to exist.

Of course, Saddam Hussein is a thug
and probably all the other things he
has been called in the course of this de-
bate. That, however, does not mean
that Iraq poses any imminent threat
that would justify the President pro-
ceeding to war without authorization
from Congress.

Further, nothing the President said
in his speech and nothing I have seen
apart from his speech has led me to
conclude that we should be delegating
to the President the authority the Con-
stitution gives to Congress, certainly
not in the one-step manner in which
the resolution we are considering
would do. Nor do I believe that refusing
to give that authority over to the
President places the United States in
any imminent danger.

If the President and the United
States fail in their efforts to have Iraq
comply with U.N. resolutions and if the
President fails in his efforts to mobi-
lize a coalition of nations in support of
the United States, I believe that would
be the appropriate time for the Con-
gress to consider the advisability of de-
claring war.

This resolution, instead, requires us
to make that decision today by dele-
gating the decision to the President
without the authority to bring it back
to us. To do so now, in fact, would put
us ahead of the President since he in-
sisted in his speech that he had not yet
decided whether war is necessary.

Unfortunately, despite the Presi-
dent’s assurance, the contents of the
President’s speech left me with the
sinking feeling that giving him a blank
check to invade Iraq without seeking
further authorization from Congress
will virtually assure war. In my opin-
ion, war should always be the last re-
sort and in this case will almost cer-
tainly increase, not decrease, the risk
of biological, chemical, or other ter-
rorist retaliations. In fact, that is ex-
actly what the CIA told Senator LEVIN
in testimony in the Senate.

We are called upon, as Members of
Congress and as citizens of the world,
to ask ourselves today, where and when
would it end? The risks are too great to
proceed to war without a satisfactory
answer to that question and without
pursuing every conceivable peaceful
option short of war.

For these reasons, I will vote against
the resolution; and I encourage my col-
leagues to vote against it, too.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
LATOURETTE).

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman who attended the
same alma mater I attended in Cleve-
land Heights, Ohio, for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I have to admit to a
great deal of confusion tonight. A num-
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ber of my colleagues are convinced
that war is the only action; some be-
lieve it should never be an option; and
most, I think, join with me and think
that it should be an issue of last resort.

Like most of my colleagues, I have
received volumes of mail from my con-
stituents, and their opinions mirror
the confusion which exists in this body
tonight.

What troubles me is I have heard
members of my party indicate in the
press that the issue of war with Iraq
has sucked the air out of Democratic
message; and, sadly, I have heard Mem-
bers on the other side of the aisle com-
plain of the same thing.

The thought that this issue where we
are talking about certain casualties,
Iraqi, American, and those of our coali-
tion partners, that those would be used
for an advantage by either side in mid-
term elections is repugnant to me and
the people I represent in Ohio.

When I have an 84-year-old Repub-
lican grandmother in Ashtabula, Ohio,
grab my arm and say, Congressman, we
have never attacked another sovereign
country in our history without first
being attacked, I am moved.

When I hear former Prime Minister
Netanyahu tell our Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform that Israel has dealt
with terrorists like Saddam Hussein
since 1948, and if you do not get him, he
will get you, I am moved as well.

At the end of it all, I will say that I
have concluded if we were on the floor
of this House on September 10, 2001,
and we knew what we know today,
every Member in this body, Republican
and Democrat, would do whatever it
took to protect the people of this Re-
public, and we should do that tonight.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR), a member of the
Committee on Appropriations and an
environmentalist.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight on the
issue of war with Iraq. I rise not only
as a House Member from California,
but as a father and about-to-be grand-
father, and as a person who in his
youth responded to a call for action by
serving in the United States Peace
Corps.

I have to ask myself in casting the
votes before us, what is the best way to
achieve peace in Iraq, not only for its
own diverse ethnic people living in
Iraq, but also for the people in the rest
of the world?

The House leadership has adopted a
closed rule on the debate so only three
resolutions can be voted on. I think the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LEE)
has the preferred alternative because it
speaks to the issue of putting all our
efforts into working with the world
community through the United Na-
tions Security Council to get inspec-
tors into Iraq. We should let that proc-
ess run its course before determining
that it will fail.
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The Lee resolution calls upon the
United States to ‘‘work through the
United Nations to seek to resolve the
matter of insuring that Iraq is not de-
veloping weapons of mass destruction
through mechanisms such as resump-
tion of weapons inspectors, negotia-
tion, inquiry, mediation, regional ar-
rangements and other peaceful means.”

The President has done a good job in
making the point that the U.N. Secu-
rity Council must resolve the Iraq vio-
lation of U.N. resolutions. He should
have stopped there, using all of the
power of the President of the United
States, the State Department, the
Commerce Department, and the De-
partment of Defense to help the U.N.
inspectors into Iraq but not to threat-
en war. Why? Because, first, according
to the U.N. Charter, only the U.N. Se-
curity Council has the power to enforce
U.N. resolutions.

I find it ironic that the President
who seems to be committed to holding
Iraq accountable to the U.N. is request-
ing an authorization that circumvents
the Security Council and runs counter
to the authority of the U.N. Charter.

Second, the people’s House should
not give a blank check to declare war
to the President of the United States.
According to Article I Section 8 of the
Constitution, Congress is given the
power to declare war. The President is
asking Congress to abrogate its con-
stitutional responsibility. The Presi-
dent’s resolution authorizes him to use
force as he determines to be necessary.
This is not the responsibility of the
President. The President is the Com-
mander-in-Chief. He shall execute as
determined by Congress.

The Constitution clearly makes a
separation of powers to stop the Presi-
dent from going on foreign adventures
without the express consent of the
American people.

Third, I think leaping into war before
we get all of the facts could threaten
world security, especially our own.
Think about it. Striking preemptively
without gathering sufficient intel-
ligence will put U.S. troops in harm’s
way. We need U.N. inspectors in Iraq to
gather information.

How will the U.S. military carry out
surgical strikes of Iraq weapons depots
and laboratories if it does not know
where these facilities are? We need to
know how many weapons Iraq has and
what types of weapons. Striking before
knowing creates an unintended con-
sequence which could further threaten
the world.
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A preemptive strike will set an ex-
tremely damaging precedent to the fu-
ture of international affairs. The U.S.
will entirely lose its moral authority
on preventing conflict. What will we
say if Russia moves to attack Georgia,
if China invades Taiwan, if India or
Pakistan makes a decisive move into
Kashmir? Lastly, a unilateral attack
could alienate the U.S. from the rest of
the world community including our
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traditional allies, our allies in the re-
gion, and our new allies in the war
against terrorism. Far from strength-
ening the U.N., a unilateral strike be-
fore the U.N. acts will undermine the
international body and lead the world
to believe that the U.S. views the U.N.
as a rubber stamp at best.

A unilateral attack makes it less
likely that the rest of the inter-
national community will support the
U.S. in postconflict reconstruction of
Iraq. The U.S. will bear most of the
costs if not all the costs of the war and
postwar, and remember the Persian
Gulf War cost approximately $70 bil-
lion. Our allies paid all but $7 billion,
which the U.S. took responsibility for.
This new war against Iraq is estimated
to cost between 100 and $200 billion. If
we go it alone, the U.S. will have to
pay it all. What will happen to other
priorities? What will happen to Social
Security, to Medicare, to education?
Will we have enough resources to spend
on our domestic priorities?

Last, let us not forget that the power
we have as Members of Congress is to
cast these important votes from the
consent of the people. My constituents
have responded 5,000 to 24, approxi-
mately two to one.

If one has to vote, let us vote on the
side of peace before we vote on the side
of war.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. RIVERS), a member of
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce and a spokesperson for
women.

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the resolution before us.
There is a saying in the practice of law
that tough cases make bad law. I be-
lieve that that is also true in the cre-
ation of laws and history tells us that
when we are frightened and angry we
are also more likely to make bad law.

I believe we are poised today to ap-
prove some very bad law and tread on
some very important principles as we
do it. While I share the concerns raised
by many of my colleagues regarding
the lack of substance in the adminis-
tration’s arguments, I am most con-
cerned about the damage this proposal
would do to our Constitution. James
Madison wrote: ‘‘In no part of the Con-
stitution is more wisdom to be found
than in the clause which confides the
question of war or peace to the legisla-
ture and not to the executive depart-
ment . . . The trust and the temptation
would be too great for any one man.”

The Founding Fathers were explicit
that the awesome power to commit the
United States people and resources to
waging of war should lie not with a sin-
gle individual but rather in the collec-
tive judgment of the Congress. It was
the hope of the Founders that reserv-
ing this decision to Congress would in
fact make it harder to move the coun-
try to war. I applaud that sentiment.
Historians note that Congress exclu-
sively possesses the constitutional
power to initiate war, whether declared
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or undeclared, public or private, per-
fect or imperfect, de jure or defacto,
with the only exception being the
President’s power to respond self-de-
fensively to sudden direct attack upon
the United States. There is no con-
stitutionally recognized authorized use
of force.

In the book ‘““War, Foreign Affairs
and Constitutional Power,” Abraham
Sofaer points out that the Constitution
says Congress shall declare war, and it
seems unreasonable to contend that
the President was given the power to
make undeclared war. He concludes
that nothing in the framing or ratifica-
tion debates gives the President as
Commander in Chief an undefined res-
ervoir of power to use the military in
situations unauthorized by Congress.

The U.S. Constitution requires the
expressed declaration of war by Con-
gress to execute any military oper-
ations in Iraq. Authorizing military ac-
tion is our job, not the President’s. We,
not he, must determine when and if the
fearsome power of our country should
be turned to war. I understand the po-
litical and military risks associated
with sending Americans into harm’s
way, but fear of public reaction does
not justify the dereliction of Congress’s
constitutional duty. Similarly, the fact
that many Presidents and Congresses
over the years have engaged in the un-
constitutional transfer of war powers
does not make our obligation any less
binding. Congress is not free to amend
the Constitution through avoidance of
its duties, and a President is not free
to take constitutional power through
adverse possession.

The Congressional Research Service
points out that the power to commence
even limited acts of war against an-
other nation belongs exclusively to
Congress. We may not shirk this re-
sponsibility. We may not abdicate it,
and we may not pretend it does not
exist. We must meet our constitutional
obligation to decide if or when America
will go to war, whether our sons and
daughters should be put in harm’s way,
and whether the country’s purse should
be opened to pay a bill as high as $200
billion. This decision cannot be handed
over to the President. If the Founding
Fathers had wanted that, they would
have explicitly provided so in the Con-
stitution. They did not.

Should the United States go to war
with Iraq? I do not believe the case has
been made to do so. Can the Congress
leave it to the President to decide
whether or not we should attack Iraq?
Any such transfer of congressional au-
thority to the President is forbidden by
the Constitution and would move us to-
ward an upset of the delicate balance of
powers between the Congress and the
United States.

I urge my colleagues to exercise
great care as we consider these ques-
tions. Tough cases can make for very
bad law. Let us not let them make us
trample very good laws that have ex-
isted since the dawn of the Republic.
Vote “no.”
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SANDLIN), a
senior member of the House Committee
on Financial Services.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, we are poised today on
the brink of armed conflict, not know-
ing what the future may hold but con-
fident in our position and in our re-
solve. We sincerely pray that war is
not necessary. We realize that it may
be. These closing hours and minutes of
the 107th Congress may be our last
chance for true and meaningful debate
and deliberation. Can we as a reason-
able people, supported by the inter-
national community, avoid the horrors
of war, the stench of death, or rather
does the protection of our country and
the belief of the unalienable rights of
all people, does common human de-
cency require us to press forward in the
face of certain American casualties?

Two questions face the American
people: Is Iraq’s threat imminent? Is an
unprecedented first strike the proper
course to take? On a positive note, the
President has indicated that approval
of the resolution does not mean war is
imminent or unavoidable. Additionally
the U.S. has indicated support for a
three-pronged resolution: number one,
Iraq must reveal and destroy all weap-
ons of mass destruction under U.N. su-
pervision; two, witnesses must be al-
lowed to be interviewed outside of Iraq;
and, thirdly, any site the U.N. wants to
inspect must be open without delay,
without preclearance, without restric-
tion, without exception. These are rea-
sonable and rational rules that are re-
quired to maintain international peace.
Absent Iraqi compliance, it appears
necessary to vest in the President the
flexibility and authority to protect the
American public and international
community by military action if nec-
essary.

But there is also a responsibility to
exhaust all other options prior to risk-
ing the lives of young American sons
and daughters. That is why we must
use the most powerful military weapon
that we have, diplomacy. That is why
we must use all resources at our dis-
posal to encourage the international
community to pressure Hussein into
compliance. But if all reasonable ef-
forts fail, we must answer our duty to
ensure the security of our country and
those that we represent.

Certainly questions remain. It is par-
ticularly important to have a clear
goal, a clear plan, and a clear exit
strategy when American lives are at
risk. Additionally, the President must
address the issue of sacrifice. There is
no short-term solution to the long-
term problem, and there will be a cost
to be paid in dollars and in American
lives lost.

Presently, another cost is being as-
sessed, the cost of waiting, the cost of
allowing Saddam Hussein to build an
international killing force, the cost of
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world instability. As the President has
indicated, the riskiest of all options is
to wait.

So let us exhaust all diplomatic ef-
forts. Let us make every reasonable ef-
fort to avoid conflict. But at the end of
the day we may be called on to make a
tremendous sacrifice by using our
might to preserve what is right. Our
cause is clearly just. Our responsibility
is clear. We will have to walk by faith
and not by sight, trusting that in the
end we will choose the right course.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. SOLIS), a member of the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

(Ms. SOLIS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, there is no
matter that comes before this Congress
that is more serious than whether or
not our Nation should enter into war.
The implications of such a decision are
so profound and will have worldwide
impact. It could jeopardize U.S. rela-
tions with countries around the world.
It would escalate the vulnerability of
our Nation to a biological and chem-
ical attack. And, of course, its most
painful and lasting impact would be on
the many American families who
watch their sons and daughters go to
war only to never see them again and
maybe even return with lifetime ill-
nesses.

This is not a decision that I take
lightly. I recognize the gravity of it.
And this is why I remain concerned
about the timing of this resolution of
the President’s effort to send troops
into Iraq. I do not doubt that Saddam
Hussein is a menace to the United
States and to the world and even to his
own people. I echo concerns that we
must ensure greater security for our
people here at home and abroad. But I
cannot support authorizing our Presi-
dent to send troops in harm’s way
without the support of our allies and
concrete compelling evidence of immi-
nent or nuclear threats that demand
military action. We must eliminate
weapons of mass destruction and the
threat they pose to our Nation and oth-
ers around the world. But unilateral
military action against Iraq or any
other foreign nation is not the most ef-
fective short-term strategy to accom-
plish this goal.

Over 90 percent of the calls that I re-
ceived in my own district tell me that
they are opposed to this war. They ask,
What is the rush, Congresswoman? Why
is it that we have to take action so im-
mediate? They want to know why we
cannot wait for the support of the U.N.
and our allies. Some of these calls have
come from my very own veterans in my
district, many who have already made
the ultimate sacrifices through their
families, many of them who look like
me and speak Spanish and are of His-
panic decent. They understand the ex-
treme price of war and caution against
using force without first gathering ally
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support and using diplomatic means to
find peace. They also recognize the im-
plications that a war would have on
our community, and I represent a
largely Hispanic community.

Our military is a volunteer force.
Most often it is the people of low-in-
come families that answer that call to
duty to serve our Nation. The young
men and women on the frontlines
would disproportionately be Latino,
African American, and people of color.
These communities will lose so much if
the U.S. attacks Iraq.

I am concerned about the price of the
war. It has been estimated that the
cost of this war against Iraq would be
between 100 and $200 billion. How is the
U.S. going to pay for this war? We are
always told that we cannot afford a
prescription drug benefit plan, that we
cannot extend unemployment insur-
ance to workers laid off after the wake
of September 11. We need to think
about these costs before we rush into a
war, and we should exhaust tough, rig-
orous U.N. inspections before going
into war. We should seek support from
the U.N. Security Council. As the first
President Bush’s advisers of Operation
Desert Storm have warned, by attack-
ing Iraq we give Saddam Hussein both
the excuse and the incentive to use the
biological and chemical weapons that
he already has.

I oppose this resolution and urge my
colleagues to give serious consider-
ation on this crucial matter.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 8 minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), my
good friend.

(Mr. PASCRELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

0 2145

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, for 2
days Members have marched to the
floor to offer their support for or oppo-
sition to this resolution, good Ameri-
cans every one. Soon the hours of de-
bate will come to an end. The House
Chamber has echoed with the senti-
ments of almost every Member. Yet,
many questions remain unanswered.

To be sure, there is one thing we all
agree upon: Saddam Hussein is a ty-
rant, is a threat. He is the epitome of
malevolence. Plato must have had vi-
sions of Hussein, a Hussein character,
when he described evil in The Allegory
of the Cave.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD The Allegory of the Cave from
Plato’s Republic.

The material referred to is as follows:

[From Plato’s Republic]
THE ALLEGORY OF THE CAVE

And now, I said, let me show in a figure
how far our nature is enlightened or
unenlightened:, Behold! human beings living
in an underground den, which has a mouth
open towards the light and reaching all
along the den; here they have been from
their childhood, and have their legs and
necks chained so that they cannot move, and
can only see before them, being prevented by
the chains from turning round their heads.
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Above and behind them a fire is blazing at a
distance, and between the fire and the pris-
oners there is a raised way; and you will see,
if you look, a low wall built along the way,
like the screen which marionette players
have in front of them, over which they show
the puppets.

I see, he said.

And do you see, I said, men passing along
the wall carrying all sorts of vessels, and
statutes and figures of animals made of wood
and stone and various materials, which ap-
pear over the wall? Some of them are talk-
ing, other silent.

You have shown me a strange image, and
they are strange prisoners.

Like ourselves, I replied; and they see only
their own shadows, or the shadows of one an-
other, which the fire throws on the opposite
wall of the cave?

True, he said; how could they see anything
but the shadows if they were never allowed
to move their heads?

And of the objects which are being carried
in like manner they would only see the shad-
ows?

Yes, he said.

And if they were able to converse with one
another, would they not suppose that they
were naming what was actually before them?
And suppose further that the prison had an
echo which came from the other side, would
they not be sure to fancy, when one of the
passers-by spoke that the voice which they
heard came from the passing shadow?

No question, he replied.

To them, I said, the truth would be lit-
erally nothing but the shadows of the im-
ages.

That is certain.

And now look again, and see what will nat-
urally follow if the prisoners are released
and disabused of their error. At first, when
any of them is liberated and compelled sud-
denly to stand up and turn his neck round
and walk and look towards the light, he will
suffer sharp pains; the glare will distress
him, and he will be unable to see the reali-
ties of which is his former state he had seen
the shadows; and then conceive some one
saying to him, that what he saw before was
an illusion, but that now, when he is ap-
proaching nearer to being and his eye is
turned towards more real existence, he has a
clearer vision, what will be his reply?

And you may further imagine that his in-
structor is pointing and when to the objects
as they pass and requiring him to name
them, will he not be perplexed? Will he not
fancy that the shadows which he formerly
saw are truer than the objects which are now
shown to him? Far truer. And if he is com-
pelled to look straight at the light, will he
not have a pain in his eyes which will make
him turn away to take refuge in the objects
of vision which he can see, and which he will
conceive to be in reality clearer than the
things which are now being shown to him?

True, he said.

And suppose once more, that he is reluc-
tantly dragged up a steep and rugged ascent,
and held fast until he is forced into the pres-
ence of the sun himself, is he not likely to be
pained and irritated? When he approaches
the light his eyes will be dazzled, and he will
not be able to see anything at all of what are
now called realities?

Not all in a moment, he said.

He will require to grow accustomed to the
sight of the upper world. And first he will see
the shadows best, next the reflections of men
and other objects in the water, and then the
objects themselves; then he will gaze upon
the light of the moon and the stars and the
spangled heaven; and he will see the sky and
the stars by night better than the sun or the
light of the sun by day?

Certainly.
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Last of all he will be able to see the sun,
and not mere reflections of him in the water,
but he will see him in his own proper place,
and not in another; and he will contemplate
him as he is.

Certainly.

He will then proceed to argue that this is
he who gives the season and the years, and is
the guardian of all that is in the visible
world, and in a certain way the cause of all
things which he and his fellows have been ac-
customed to behold?

Clearly, he said, he would first see the sun
and then reason about it.

And when he remembered his old habi-
tation, and the wisdom of the den and his fel-
low-prisoners, do you not suppose that he
would felicitate himself on the change, and
pity them?

Certainly, he would.

And if they were in the habit of conferring
honors among themselves on those who were
quickest to observe the passing shadows and
to remark which of them went before, and
which followed after, and which were to-
gether; and who were therefore best able to
draw conclusions as to the future, do you
think that he would care for such honors and
glories, or envy the possessors of them?
Would he not say with Homer, Better to be
the poor servant of a poor master, and to en-
dure anything, rather than think as they do
and live after their manner?

Yes, he said, I think that he would rather
suffer anything than entertain these false
notions and live in this miserable manner.

Imagine once more, I said, such a one com-
ing suddenly out of the sun to be replaced in
his old situation; would he not be certain to
have his eyes full of darkness?

To be sure, he said.

And if there were a contest, and he had to
compete in measuring the shadows with the
prisoners who had never moved out of the
den, while his sight was still weak, and be-
fore his eyes had become steady (and the
time which would be needed to acquire this
new habit of sight might be very consider-
able), would he not be ridiculous? Men would
say of him that up he went and down he
came without his eyes; and that it was better
not even to think of ascending; and if any
one tried to loose another and lead him up to
the light, let them only catch the offender,
and they would put him to death.

No question, he said.

This entire allegory, I said, you may now
append, dear Glaucon, to the previous argu-
ment; the prison-house is the world of sight,
the light of the fire is the sun, and you will
not misapprehend me if you interpret the
journey upwards to be the ascent of the soul
into the intellectual world according to my
poor belief, which, at your desire, I have ex-
pressed, whether rightly or wrongly God
knows. But, whether true or false, my opin-
ion is that in the world of knowledge the
idea of good appears last of all, and is seen
only with an effort; and, when seen, is also
inferred to be the universal author of all
things beautiful and right, parent of light
and of the lord of light in this visible world,
and the immediate source of reason and
truth in the intellectual; and that this is the
power upon which he who would act ration-
ally either in public or private life must
have his eye fixed.

I agree, he said, as far as I am able to un-
derstand you.

Moreover, I said, you must not wonder that
those who attain to this beautific vision are
unwilling to descend to human affairs; for
their souls are ever hastening into the upper
world where they desire to dwell; which de-
sire of theirs is very natural, if our allegory
may be trusted.

Yes, very natural.

And is there anything surprising in one
who passes from divine contemplations to
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the evil state of man, when they returned to
the den they would see much worse than
those who had never left it himself in a ridic-
ulous manner; if, while his eyes are blinking
and before he has become accustomed to the
surrounding darkness, he is compelled to
fight in courts of law, or in other places,
about the images or the shadows of images of
justice, and is endeavoring to meet the con-
ceptions of those who have never yet seen
absolute justice?

Anything but surprising, he replied.

Any one who has common sense will re-
member that the bewilderments of the eyes
are of two kinds, and arise from two causes,
either from coming out of the light or from
going into the light, which is true of the
mind’s eye, quite as much as of the bodily
eye; and he who remembers this when he sees
any one whose vision is perplexed and weak,
will not be too ready to laugh; he will first
ask whether that soul of man has come out
of the brighter life, and is unable to see be-
cause unaccustomed to the dark, or having
turned from darkness to the day is dazzled
by excess of light. And he will count the one
happy in his condition and state of being,
and he will pity the other; or, if he has a
mind to laugh at the soul which comes from
below into the light, there will be more rea-
son in this than in the laugh which greets
him who returns from above out of the light
into the den.

That, he said, is a very just distinction.

But then, if I am right, certain professors
of education must be wrong when they say
that they can put a knowledge into the soul
which was not there before, like sight into
blind eyes?

They undoubtedly say this, he replied.

Whereas, our argument shows that the
power and capacity of learning exists in the
soul already; and that just as the eye was un-
able to turn from darkness to light without
the whole body, so too the instrument of
knowledge can only by the movement of the
whole soul be turned from the world of be-
coming into that of being, and learn by de-
grees to endure the sight of being, and of the
brightest and best of being, or in other
words, of the good.

Very true.

And must there not be some art which will
effect conversion in the easiest and quickest
manner; not implanting the faculty of sight,
for that exists already, but has been turned
in the wrong direction, and is looking away
from the truth?

Yes, he said, such an art may be presumed.

And whereas the other so-called virtues of
the soul seem to be akin to bodily qualities,
for even when they are not originally innate
they can be implanted later by habit and ex-
ercise, the virtue of wisdom more than any-
thing else contains a divine element which
always remains, and by this conversation is
rendered useful and profitable; or, on the
other hand, hurtful and useless. Did you
never observe the narrow intelligence flash-
ing from the keen eye of a clever rogue, how
eager he is, how clearly his paltry soul sees
the way to this end; he is the reverse of
blind, but his keen eye-sight is forced into
the service of evil, and he is mischievous in
proportion to his cleverness?

Very true, he said.

But what if there had been a circumcision
of such natures in the days of their youth;
and they had been severed from those sen-
sual pleasures, such as eating and drinking,
which, like leaden weights, were attached to
them at their birth, and which drag them
down and turn the vision of their souls upon
the things that are below, if, I say, they had
been released from these impediments and
turned in the opposite direction, the very
same faculty in them would have seen the
truth as keenly as they see what their eyes
are turned to now.
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Very likely.

Yes I said; and there is another thing
which is likely, or Neither rather a nec-
essary inference from what has preceded,
that neither the uneducated and uninformed
of the truth, nor yet those who never make
an end of their education, will be able edu-
cated ministers of State; nor the former, be-
cause they have no single aim of duty which
is the rule of all their actions, private as
well as public; nor the latter, because they
will not act at all except upon compulsion,
fancying that they are already dwelling
apart in the islands of the blest.

Very true, he replied.

Them, I said, the business of us who are
the founders of the State will be to compel
the best minds to attain that knowledge
which we have already shown to be the
greatest of all, they must continue to ascend
until they arrive at the good; but when they
have ascended and seen enough we must not
allow them to do as they do now.

What do you mean?

I mean that they remain in the upper
world: but this must not be allowed; they
must be made to descend again among the
prisoners in the den, and partake of their la-
bors and honors, whether they are worth
having or not.

But is not this unjust? he said; ought we to
give them a worse life, when they might
have a better?

You have again forgotten, my friend, I
said, the intention of the legislator, who did
not aim at making any one class in the State
happy above the rest; the happiness was to
be in the whole State, and he held the citi-
zens together by persuasion and necessity,
making them benefactors of the State, and
therefore benefactors of one another; to this
end he created them, not to please them-
selves, but to be his instruments in binding
up the State.

True, he said, I had forgotten.

Observe, Glaucon, that there will be no in-
justice in compelling our philosophers to
have a care and providence of others; we
shall explain to them that in other States,
men of their class are not obliged to share in
the toils of politics: and this is reasonable,
for they grow up at their own sweet will, and
the government would rather not have them.
Being self-taught, they cannot be expected
to show any gratitude for a culture which
they have never received. But we have
brought you into the world to be rulers of
the hive, kings of yourselves and of the other
citizens, and have educated you far better
and more perfectly than they have been edu-
cated, and you are better able to share in the
double duty. That is why each of you, when
his turn comes, must go down to the general
underground abode, and get the habit of see-
ing in the dark. When you have acquired the
habit, you will see ten thousand times better
than the inhabitants of the den, and you will
know what the several images are, and what
they represent, because you have seen the
beautiful and just and good in their truth.
And thus our State, which is also yours will
be a reality, and not a dream only, and will
be administered in a spirit unlike that of
other States, in which men fight with one
another about shadows only and are dis-
tracted in the struggle for power, which in
their eyes is a great good. Whereas the truth
is that the State in which the rulers are
most reluctant to govern is always the best
and most quietly governed, and the State in
which they are most eager, the worst.

Quite true, he replied.

And will our pupils, when they hear this,
refuse to take their turn at the toils of
State, when they are allowed to spend the
greater part of their time with one another
in the heavenly light?

Impossible, he answered; for they are just
men, and the commands which we impose
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upon them are just; there can be no doubt
that every one of them will take office as a
stern necessity, and not after the fashion of
our present rulers of State.

Yes, my friend, I said; and there lies the
point. You must contrive for your future rul-
ers another and a better life than that of a
ruler, and then you may have a well-ordered
State; for only in the State which offers this,
will they rule who are truly rich, not in sil-
ver and gold, but in virtue and wisdom,
which are the true blessings of life. Whereas
if they go to the administration of public af-
fairs, poor and hungering after their own pri-
vate advantage, thinking that hence they
are to snatch the chief good, order there can
never be; for they will be fighting about of-
fice, and the civil and domestic broils which
thus arise will be the ruin of the rulers
themselves and of the whole State.

Most true, he replied.

And the only life which looks down upon
the life of political ambition is that of true
philosophy. Do you know of any other?

Indeed, I do not, he said.

And those who govern ought not to be
lovers of the task? For, if they are, there will
be rival lovers, and they will fight.

No question.

Who then are those whom we shall compel
to be guardians? Surely they will be the men
who are wisest about affairs of the state.

ENDNOTES

If you understand this first distinction, the
much more difficult division of the intel-
ligible world will make more sense. Think
over this carefully: the visible world, that is,
the world you see, has two Kkinds of visible
objects in it. The first kind are shadows and
reflections, that is, objects you see but
aren’t really there but derive from the sec-
ond type of visible objects, that is, those
that you see and are really there. The rela-
tion of the visible world to the intelligible
world is identical to the relation of the world
of reflections to the world of visible things
that are real.

The lower region of the intelligible world
corresponds to the upper region in the same
way the lower region of the visible world cor-
responds to the upper region. Think of it this
way: the lower region deals only with objects
of thought (that are, in part, derived from
visible objects), which is why it is part of the
intelligible world. There have to be certain
first principles (such as the existence of
numbers or other mathematical postulates)
that are just simply taken without question:
these are hypotheses. These first principles,
however, derive from other first principles;
the higher region of the intelligible world
encompasses these first principles.

So you can see that the lower region de-
rives from the higher region in that the
thinking in the lower region derives from the
first principles that make up the higher re-
gion, just as the mirror reflects a solid ob-
ject. When one begins to think about first
principles (such as, how can you prove that
numbers exist at all?) and derives more first
principles from them until you reach the one
master, first principle upon which all
thought is based, you are operating in this
higher sphere in intellection. Plato’s line is
also a hierarchy: the things at the top (first
principles) have more truth and more exist-
ence; the things at the bottom (the reflec-
tions) have almost no truth and barely exist
at all.

He wrote: “Did you never observe the
narrow intelligence flashing from the
keen eye of a clever rogue? How eager
he is. How clearly his paltry soul sees
the way to his end. He is the reverse of
blind, but his keen eyesight is forced
into the service of evil, and he is mis-
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chievous in proportion to his clever-
ness.”

What a perfect description of Saddam
Hussein in that allegory for all of us,
distinguishing from falsehoods and re-
ality of the cave, the shadows against
the wall, the light behind us, like a
puppeteer.

The record of this murderous regime
has been outlined forcefully in this
body and by our Commander-in-Chief.
Saddam has used weapons of mass de-
struction against his own people, he
waged war with Iran, he invaded Ku-
wait, and he even murdered his own
people in the northern part of Iraq.

Two cities stand out in the northern
part of Iraq in 1988, Halabja and
Goktapa. We all, each and every one of
us, need to read the stories from both
of those towns of innocent people who
were massacred, massacred.

The helicopters came over the day
before in May, Mr. Speaker, taking pic-
tures of the villages. People did not
know what they were doing. Then, 2
days later, the same helicopters
showed up and they dropped out of the
sky mustard gases, lethal, lethal gases
which left animals and plants and
human beings dead. They did not need
sophisticated state-of-the-art tech-
nology to deliver these gases.

Nothing like it was seen since the
Holocaust, nothing came close. We
need to think about this and who per-
petuated these deaths.

For the last 11 years, he has defied
the will of the entire planet, as ex-
pressed in the resolutions which we
have heard over and over the last 2
days. Indeed, I know of no thinking
person who argues against the pro-
found necessity of eliminating
Saddam’s weapons technology.

But while we can all agree on the
menace he poses and unite in the desire
to live in a world where he is not a fac-
tor, there are still critically important
lingering questions, questions about
the process, about the timing and, ulti-
mately, the unilateral nature of pre-
emptive war that we seem to be accept-
ing for the first time in the history of
this great country.

Is the relative sudden frenzy to elimi-
nate Saddam clouding the strategic vi-
sion of those who are most vociferous
in the support of his ouster? My in-
quiry stems not from any kind of par-
tisan agenda but out of a genuine con-
fusion as to why key issues have not
fully been discussed and debated.

We spend millions of dollars every
day for 10 years protecting the no-fly
zones in the north and south. The
American people have a right to know
what these actions will cost us. They
have every right to know.

If we endorse this historic shift in
our strategy that abandons our reli-
ance on deterrence and arms control as
the pillars of national security, will we
open a Pandora’s box of preemptive ac-
tion throughout the world? What is our
response when it comes?
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If this is our Nation’s new policy,
then what is to prevent India from at-
tacking Pakistan, or Russia from at-
tacking the state of Georgia? If they
do, what will we say? After war, then
what? What happens on day three, as
Thomas Friedman wrote?

After the intervention, how will the
situation likely evolve? We have yet to
hear any discussion on this. Surely in
this great deliberative body we should
give pause to this critical issue. Surely
the administration must address this
most comprehensively.

Let us remember, this is not a game
of chess. These are our sons, these are
our daughters who will execute this
mission, many of whom may not re-
turn. Full debate is essential. Anything
less is an abdication of the oath we all
took together.

We also need to make absolutely cer-
tain that whatever is done in Iraq does
not negatively impact the broader war
that we authorized 12 months ago, the
war on terrorism.

That said, a great many people pre-
dict that the Congress will pass the
resolution, the joint resolution, House
Joint Resolution 114, with an over-
whelming majority. I do not dispute
this, nor do I declare my opposition,
but Congress must ensure that,
through this process, no matter the du-
ration, we are involved as explicitly as
possible under article 1, Section 8. We
must ensure that we constantly ask
the appropriate questions and demand
the pertinent answers.

I do believe that it is imperative that
the United States speaks with one
voice to Saddam Hussein. There can be
no ambiguity in our resolve to protect
and defend this greatest of all democ-
racies and the families that make it
great.

We all love America, not some more
than others. When we leave this week,
we must remember this: None of us
love America more than anyone else in
this room.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SIM-
MONS).

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I am a Vietnam vet-
eran. I served 18 months in uniform in
that country. As someone who has seen
the ugly face of war, I do not embrace
it as a policy choice, nor is it my first
choice, but as a choice we sometimes
have to make.

I believe that preparation for war and
a demonstration of national will to en-
gage in war can be a way to avoid war,
and I also believe that diplomacy with-
out the threat of military action can
be a hollow exercise in extreme cases.
Right now, we are faced with an ex-
treme case.

There is no doubt that Saddam Hus-
sein is a menace. Our intelligence tells
the story of brutality, savagery, pat-
terns of aggression, deception, and defi-
ance. It shows the danger that Saddam
Hussein poses to our country, to his re-
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gion, and to the world. His ouster could
bring peace and stability, and it could
also inflame further violence and insta-
bility. How we do what we do in this
case is as important as what we do.

In dealing with the issue, I have
asked myself a question: Does Iraq’s in-
tent and capability to use weapons of
mass destruction pose a clear and
present danger to the United States, to
our allies, or to Israel? And based on a
reading and hearing of information
available to me, I believe that the dan-
ger to the United States is clear.
Whether or not it is present is less cer-
tain.

For the continental United States,
the danger may be 6 months away or it
may be 6 years away, depending on a
number of variables. For Israel, for
some of our troops abroad, for our
NATO ally Turkey, the danger is cer-
tainly clear and present.

Given this assessment, diplomacy
and multilateral action are still rea-
sonable options to use against Hussein,
and they should be encouraged. That is
why I intend to vote for the Spratt
amendment, which maintains substan-
tial focus on diplomacy and multilat-
eral action.

My decision to support this amend-
ment is not an easy one, but the stakes
in this situation are very high. Over
the past year, the intelligence commu-
nity and committees of this Congress
have tried to connect the dots on the
vicious attack that took place on Sep-
tember 11, and the challenge for us
today is to connect the dots once again
but before another and potentially
more lethal attack.

There are risks and consequences if
we act; there are risks and con-
sequences if we do not act. I lost
friends in the Vietnam War, and I am
reminded of that every time I go down
to the Wall. But I lost neighbors on
September 11, and I am reminded of
that every time I see the World Trade
Center.

On balance, I feel the greatest risk is
through inaction, which is why, if the
Spratt amendment fails on the floor to-
morrow, I intend to vote for the bipar-
tisan resolution.

A vote for the bipartisan resolution
is not a vote for war, it is a vote for
will. It is a statement of national unity
that says to Saddam Hussein, you are a
menace and a bully to your own people
and to your neighbors. You must dis-
arm. You have exhausted our patience.
We will join the United Nations and
the world community and work with
them against you in this cause, but, at
the 11th hour, we will be prepared to
act.

We cannot wait for the smoking gun.
A gun smokes only after it has been
fired, and that may be too late for an-
other American city, our troops
abroad, a NATO ally, or Israel. When it
comes to weapons of mass destruction,
we must connect the dots before the
next attack, not after it has occurred.
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Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
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fornia (Mrs. CAPPS), a member of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

(Mrs. CAPPS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the resolution. There is
no question that Saddam Hussein is a
villain and a menace to his own people
and to the rest of the world. He is a ter-
rible dictator who has used chemical
weapons in his own country and on
other nations. He has likely biological
weapons and is certainly seeking nu-
clear weapons. He has invaded his
neighbors and defied the international
community. He has worked to desta-
bilize the Middle East in support of ter-
rorism. We can all agree he is a threat
to international peace and security.
His own people and the rest of the
world would be better off if he were not
in power.

Mr. Speaker, it appears that the
United States is going to use military
force to reduce or eliminate this
threat. It seems likely that the brave
men and women of our Armed Forces
will be sent to the region to disarm his
regime and possibly remove Hussein
from power. If that happens, I will sup-
port our country men as they do their
duty and obey the orders of the Com-
mander in Chief. But tomorrow, I will
vote against the resolution authorizing
the use of force now.

This is a hard decision. It is one of
the most important votes that I cast.
It is a vote of conscience for me, as I
trust it is for all Members. And my
conscience leads me to vote ‘no.”
After careful consideration, I have de-
termined that the resolution before us
does not advance our national security.
The bottom line is that it authorizes
the President to launch a unilateral
preemptive attack if he so chooses. Our
national security is not served by such
an attack.

Mr. Speaker, I do not oppose the use
of force in all circumstances. I voted to
support military operations in Kosovo,
and I stood on this floor and supported
the President in the operations in Af-
ghanistan. But I think an authoriza-
tion to use force against Iraq before we
have explored all of our options is pre-
mature and potentially dangerous.

First of all, international support, es-
pecially from the U.N., is critical. It al-
lows us to share the risks and costs of
our operations. It lends our efforts le-
gitimacy. Recently, the United Nations
has regained its focus on Iraq. It is on
the verge of restarting inspections and
international support for a stricter in-
spection regime is growing. The return
of the inspectors should be our top pri-
ority. They can determine the extent
of the threat Iraq represents, and their
findings can help us build international
support to check the Iraqi regime.

I will be supporting an alternative
that continues those efforts. This al-
ternative will only authorize force as a
part of U.N. efforts to disarm Iraq. A
unilateral preemptive attack on Iraq
without U.N. support may undermine
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the multilateral war against global ter-
ror. It could drive a wedge between us
and those allies whose support we need.

In addition, with or without inter-
national support, we will have to be
committed to rebuilding Iraq or we
may be left with a state that is just as
dangerous as the current one or worse
we could be dealing with a chaotic civil
war where we are not sure who has
what kind of weapons. Unfortunately,
the administration has shown little in-
terest in addressing this important
issue. This is consistent with its lack
of attention to post-Taliban Afghani-
stan. Both are troubling.

And a preemptive, unilateral strike
on Iraq may lead to uprisings in the
Middle East. Friendly regimes could be
threatened by extremists who will
openly support terrorism. And Kkey
moderate Islamic nations, like Egypt,
Jordan, and the nuclear-armed Paki-
stan, could be destabilized.

A U.S. attack would certainly fur-
ther inflame the cycle of violence be-
tween Israel and the Palestinians. And
I cannot imagine the consequences if
Iraq were to attack Israel and Israel
were to respond as Prime Minister
Sharon has declared it would.

An attack on Iraq could lead to the
use of the very weapons we want to de-
stroy. In an attempt to survive, Sad-
dam Hussein may use all the weapons
at his disposal against our servicemen
and women.

Finally, a preemptive attack on Iraq
turns 50 years of national security pol-
icy on its head. We have struggled for
5 decades to help build a world in which
nations do not attack one another
without specific provocation. In the
face of an imminent threat to the U.S.,
with an obvious provocation, a preemp-
tive attack might be justified. But I
have not seen convincing evidence that
Saddam Hussein is an immediate
threat.

There is still time to try to resolve
the situation wusing other tools of
statecraft, such as diplomacy. The
United States would win a war against
Iraq. But that does not necessarily
mean it is a war that should be waged
at this time. At some point it may be
necessary to use force. We may have to
place our men and women in our
Armed Forces in harm’s way, but that
should be the last resort, only after we
have explored all other means and after
other measures have failed.

For now I do not think the case has
been made that force is the only option
left to us. It is premature to launch a
unilateral preemptive attack, and it
would be premature for us to authorize
one. I oppose this resolution, and I urge
my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I have chosen to remain
silent and our side has held their de-
bate because we want to allow full time
for those opposed to have their word;
but sometimes as you listen to a series
of words you begin to see a pattern.
And I think the American people, Mr.
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Speaker, need to also hear maybe some
of the realities that are not being men-
tioned.

This is not the beginning of a new
war. In fact, President Herbert Bush,
President Clinton, and now President
George W. Bush have all, in fact, had to
make strikes in Iraq to contain this
evil dictator. In fact, President Clinton
has made probably the largest strikes
since the Gulf War during his adminis-
tration. And at that time I do not be-
lieve that we heard in this body some-
thing about new preemptive acts of
war. In fact, what we understood was
we had a dictator who continued to use
his remaining force and the ill-gotten
revenues that he is getting from his
clandestine selling of oil from outside
the food program to, in fact, intimidate
his neighbors and rebuild his weapons
of mass destruction.

So as much as I certainly want to
yield as much time to my colleagues
who oppose this, I think the American
people, Mr. Speaker, must understand
that this is by no means a new war.
The President is not asking for a new
war. In fact, what he is asking for is a
recognition that after 11-plus years of a
war which has not ended because this
dictator has not met his responsibil-
ities, responsibilities he agreed with
the United Nations to keep, that in
fact the President has said, our Presi-
dent now has said, I must in fact have
the tools to be able to go further to get
the compliance. And I would hope that
all of us in this body would very much
understand the historic context in
which I say the war has never ended.

We are only asking to continue a di-
rection that President Herbert Bush
started, President Clinton continued,
and now President George W. Bush has
on his desk; and we hold him respon-
sible for our safety.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. RODRIGUEZ), a member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services and the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, today
we are debating whether and under
what considerations we will consider
sending our young men and women
into battle. That is an awesome respon-
sibility, and I have given it much
thought. I rise to offer my support of
the Spratt substitute. It is a balanced,
very careful approach to a serious
problem.

I stand before you as a father, as a
husband, as an American, and as an
elected representative of the people
who live in the 20th Congressional Dis-
trict of Texas. Since the terrible at-
tacks of September 11, we, as a Nation,
have felt a new vulnerability; and we
set out on a war against terrorism to
safeguard our future.

During this past year, I have listened
to my constituents’ concerns, sharing
their fears and consoling those shaken
by disruptions and the issue of security
in our Nation. I offered my full support
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to the fight against terrorism, and I
will continue to do so. We must not
lose sense of the purpose, but we also
must not lose our perspective. In re-
cent months as the administration has
begun to call for a war against Iraq, I
have spoken with parents, brothers and
sisters; and I have read heartfelt let-
ters of young and old, and I have met
with American men and women in uni-
form who proudly serve this Nation.

As I visited churches and res-
taurants, shops and homes throughout
the San Antonio, South Texas region, 1
have heard patriotic voices, yet voices
filled with concern about the war we
are today asked to authorize. As the
administration has tried to make its
case for the unilateral war against
Iraq, I have had many questions. I am
troubled because many of these ques-
tions remain unanswered, even as we
debate whether or how to put Amer-
ican troops in harm’s way.

We have also heard mixed messages
when we heard the Secretary call for a
cut of 23,000 in the Army while at the
same time we have heard our generals
indicate that we need 40,000 in the
Army, 20,000 in the Air Force and 8,000
Marines. Those mixed messages have
not been helpful. But we also do not
get the answers to our questions, ques-
tions such as, Who will pay for this
war? We should have a tax bill on this
House floor to pay for this war. What
are our mission goals and our exit
strategy?

The other reality is that there has
been no dialogue and no real thrust in
that with terrorism, also, it is a fight
of ideology and ideas. One thing we are
clear about is we know that Saddam
Hussein and the government he con-
trols brutally, Iraq, are without ques-
tion a danger not only to the United
States but also to the world commu-
nity. We know that Saddam Hussein
has gone to great lengths to seek, de-
velop, and then conceal weapons of
mass destruction. I believe I join my
colleagues here today in stating that
we must end Saddam Hussein’s quest
for these terrible weapons.

The issue before us is how we do so.
It is crucial that we as representatives
of the people translate the concerns
about the execution of war against Iraq
into a concrete plan to ensure the con-
gressional representatives have a role
in the decision to send our troops into
harm’s way.

The administration seeks a blank
check from the Congress to authorize
the use of force broadly. But the ad-
ministration’s proposal does not en-
courage multilateral cooperation and
also does not anticipate further con-
gressional input. The approach offered
by the Spratt substitute offers a better
option. We are today the world’s great-
est superpower; our military might and
economic power reach around the
globe. Our democracy is an example to
which other nations aspire. We are a
diverse Nation united by our love of
liberty, our thirst for freedom, and our
belief in justice and the rule of law.
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That status as a world superpower
brings with it great responsibilities.
Yes, we have the power to go it alone,
but I feel very strongly that the power
to do exactly that would be the wrong
thing to do. In the case of Iraq, I be-
lieve going it alone under the cir-
cumstances we now face is not the best
approach. First, by working with the
United Nations, we will act not only on
our own behalf, but on behalf of the
world community.

Let me ask that you support the sub-
stitute, the Spratt substitute, because
it is also the best military option, be-
cause that would allow us an oppor-
tunity to seek out those biological and
chemical weapons before our soldiers
go in. And if they have to go in, at
least we will identify those areas where
they might be able to be hiding, and
there is no doubt that that would be
the best way to go at it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. LOWEY), the dis-
tinguished ranking member of the
Committee on Appropriations, Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, our deci-
sion to authorize the President to com-
mit American men and women to over-
seas military action is the most dif-
ficult decision a Member of Congress
will ever face.

Since September 11, 2001, when more
than 100 of my constituents were killed
in the terror attacks on our country, I
have felt a new urgency to address the
dangers to our national security that
exist both here in the United States
and abroad. Our government must act
to secure our boarders and airways,
protect nuclear power plants, safeguard
our food and water supplies and more.
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We must face up to the very real pos-
sibility of a biological, chemical or
even nuclear attack upon our country
and take whatever action is necessary
to prevent it.

I have spent a great deal of time, as
have my colleagues, in recent weeks in
classified briefings, with military and
intelligence experts; and I have also
paid close attention to the very real
concerns of my constituents and even
my family. We are living in a world far
more dangerous today than we have
ever known, and I have concluded that
we must not wait for another terrorist
attack before giving the President the
authority to take the necessary action
to protect our children and our grand-
children.

Throughout world history, inaction
against tyrants has proven to be an in-
effective strategy for averting catas-
trophe. We have every reason to believe
that Saddam Hussein is continuing to
build up his arsenal of weapons of mass
destruction. He continues to defy the
civilized world and United Nations Se-
curity Council resolutions ordering
him to disarm. He has shown through
brutality toward his own people his
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willingness to use these terrible weap-
ons against innocent people.

Therefore, I have concluded that Sad-
dam Hussein poses a serious danger to
United States national security. We
must stand up to this threat first by
pursuing to the fullest all possible dip-
lomatic means and then, only if we
must, by the use of force.

As a strong believer in the United
Nations, I have a long record of support
for a robust United States role in the
United Nations, and I believe that
strong United States leadership in the
United Nations is critical to achieve
peace in the world.

But the United Nations must act.
The crisis before us provides an impor-
tant opportunity for the U.N. Security
Council to show that there are con-
sequences to ignoring the will of the
international community. Failure to
enforce the relevant resolutions will
hurt the U.N.’s effectiveness as an or-
ganization, diminishing a potent force
for stability around the world. And if
all else fails, if we must pursue mili-
tary action, I hope and I pray that the
mission is successful and short and
that it will pave the way to a better
day for Iraq and the region and result
in greater security for Americans here
at home.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5%
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. LANGEVIN), a member of the
Committee on Armed Services.

(Mr. LANGEVIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, as 1
take the floor this evening I am hum-
bled by the task at hand and the paths
that have led us to this point.

When I arrived in Congress last year,
I never imagined that we would witness
cruel attacks on our own soil, that we
would lead a war against terrorism
across the globe or that we would con-
template returning to Iraq to address
the ongoing threat of Saddam Hussein,
all in less than 2 years. Yet, we did not
choose these circumstances. Instead,
they found us; and it is our responsi-
bility to act in a careful and appro-
priate manner to protect the United
States, its people, its allies and our
ideals.

Authorizing the use of military force
is one of the most important decisions
Congress can make; and as a member of
the House Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, I do not take it lightly.

Last month, I held a listening tour in
Rhode Island to understand my con-
stituents’ concerns about military ac-
tion in Iraq. I spent many hours being
briefed in the Committee on Armed
Services and in the White House by

senior administration officials and
other experts. From these conversa-
tions, I have grown increasingly

alarmed by the widening body of evi-
dence that Saddam Hussein poses a
grave and expanding threat to the se-
curity of the United States.

His development of biological and
chemical weapons, as well as his pur-
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suit of nuclear capabilities, flaunts
United Nations resolutions and threat-
ens the stability of the region. His op-
pression of the Iraqi people, including
his use of chemical weapons against ci-
vilians, strikes at the very core of our
belief in protecting human rights. He
has also made it clear that he will take
action to harm us and our allies, even
firing on aircraft and enforcing the
Iraqi’s no-fly zone 2,500 times since
1991.

While it may be difficult to imagine
what horrors this tyrant is planning
over 6,000 miles away, I am convinced
that the threat is very real.

The question, therefore, becomes how
best to deal with this danger. I have
heard overwhelming concerns from
constituents that the United States
could endanger the international coali-
tion against terror if we act against
Iraq, if we act particularly unilater-
ally. Equally important, I share the
concern that we will damage our moral
authority as the world’s sole remaining
superpower if we do not proceed re-
sponsibly.

For this reason, we must engage the
global community in our efforts to
neutralize the threat of Saddam Hus-
sein. Cooperation with the United Na-
tions and our allies is critical, and I
hope that we are collectively able to
develop a strong mandate for the disar-
mament of Iraq.

In his speech Monday night, Presi-
dent Bush pledged to engage the U.N.
Security Council in drafting a new res-
olution; and I fully expect him to pur-
sue this strategy, not only to establish
broader support and deeper confidence
for our mission but also to protect the
integrity of the United States. If new
weapons inspections do not achieve
total disarmament, we must not rule
out using military action to force com-
pliance with U.N. resolutions, eradi-
cate Iraq’s destructive capabilities and
protect the American people.

Again, such action must be taken in
conjunction with other Nations. Presi-
dent Bush stated that we would act
with our allies at our side, and we must
hold him to his promise. We cannot ig-
nore that unilateral action against
Iraq could have dangerous ramifica-
tions on the region and America’s own
efforts in the war on terrorism. Fur-
thermore, the international coalition
would also be essential in promoting a
new government in Iraq, an effort that
should be undertaken as seriously as
the Marshall Plan.

Tomorrow, I will vote for the Spratt
amendment, which would require co-
operation with the United Nations to
the greatest extent possible. In con-
templating a  preemptive attack
against another nation, it is our re-
sponsibility to work with our friends
and allies and rally them to our cause.
If the Spratt amendment is unsuccess-
ful, I cannot support the underlying
resolution until we first go to the U.N.
Security Council and attempt to get a
vote authorizing the use of force.
Though that vote may ultimately fail,
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the United States has been instru-
mental in shaping the guidelines and
agreements that have fostered peace
and cooperation throughout the world,
and we must demonstrate our contin-
ued commitment to these goals.

The threat posed by Saddam Hussein
is too great for us to remain inactive.
We cannot sit idly by while the pieces
of another September 11 fall into place.
We cannot risk a single American life
waiting for the promises from a mad-
man.

We now have the opportunity to im-
prove the safety of our citizens and the
stability of the Middle East. However,
there is a right way and a wrong way of
approaching this complicated issue.
Just as a prosecutor must lay out the
facts to establish guilt, we must make
our case before the world community.

I urge support for the Spratt amend-
ment.

As | take the floor this afternoon, | am hum-
bled by the task at hand and the path that has
led us to this point. When | arrived in Con-
gress last year, | never imagined that we
would witness cruel attacks on our soil, that
we would lead a war against terrorism across
the globe, or that we would contemplate re-
turning to Irag to address the ongoing threat of
Saddam Hussein—all in less than two years.
Yet we did not choose these circumstances;
instead, they found us, and it is our responsi-
bility to act in a careful and appropriate man-
ner to protect the United States, its people, its
allies, and its ideals.

Authorizing the use of military force is one
of the most important decisions Congress can
make, and, as a member of the House Armed
Services Committee, | do not take it lightly.
Last month, | held a listening tour in Rhode Is-
land to understand my constituents’ concerns
about military action in Irag. | have spent
many hours being briefed in the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and at the White House by
Administration officials and other experts.
From these conversations, | have grown in-
creasingly alarmed by the widening body of
evidence that Saddam Hussein poses a grave
and expanding threat to the security of the
United States. His development of biological
and chemical weapons, as well as his pursuit
of nuclear capabilities, flaunts United Nations
resolutions and threatens the stability of the
region. His oppression of the Iragi people, in-
cluding his use of chemical weapons against
civilians, strikes at the very core of our belief
in protecting human rights. He has also made
it clear that he will take action to harm us and
our allies, firing on aircraft enforcing the Iraqi
no-fly zones 2,500 times since 1991. And
while it may be difficult for some to imagine
what horrors this tyrant is planning over 6,000
miles away, | am convinced that the threat is
real.

The question therefore becomes how best
to deal with this danger. | have heard over-
whelming concern from my constituents that
the United States could endanger the inter-
national coalition against terror if we act unilat-
erally against Iraq. Equally important, | share
their concern that we will damage our moral
authority as the world’s sole remaining super-
power if we do not proceed responsibly. For
this reason, we must engage the global com-
munity in our efforts to neutralize the threat of
Saddam Hussein. Cooperation with the United

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Nations and our allies is critical, and | hope
that we are collectively able to develop a
strong mandate for the disarmament of Irag. In
his speech on Monday night, President Bush
pledged to engage the U.N. Security Council
in drafting a new resolution, and | fully expect
him to pursue this strategy, not only to estab-
lish broader support and deeper confidence
for our mission, but also to protect the integrity
of the United States.

If new weapons inspections do not achieve
total disarmament, we must not rule out using
military action to force compliance with U.N.
resolutions, eradicate Iraq's destructive capa-
bilities, and protect the American people.
Again, such action must be taken in conjunc-
tion with other nations. President Bush stated
we would act “with allies at our side,” and we
must hold him to his promise. We cannot ig-
nore that unilateral action against Iraq could
have dangerous ramifications on the region
and America’s own efforts in the war on ter-
rorism. Furthermore, an international coalition
would also be essential in promoting a new
government in lrag—an effort that should be
undertaken as seriously as the Marshall Plan.
Tomorrow, | will vote for the Spratt amend-
ment, which would require cooperation with
the United Nations to the greatest extent pos-
sible. When contemplating a preemptive attack
against another nation, it is our responsibility
to work with our friends and allies and rally
them to our cause.

If the Spratt amendment is unsuccessful, |
cannot support the underlying resolution until
we first go to the U.N. Security Council and at-
tempt to get a vote authorizing the use of
force. Though that vote may ultimately fail, the
United States has been instrumental in shap-
ing the guidelines and agreements that have
fostered peace and cooperation throughout
the world, and we must demonstrate our con-
tinued commitment to these goals.

The threat posed by Saddam Hussein is too
great for us to remain inactive. We cannot sit
idly by while the pieces of another September
11 fall into place. We cannot risk a single
American life waiting for promises from a mad-
man. We now have the opportunity to improve
the safety of our citizens and the stability of
the Middle East. However, there is a right way
and a wrong way of approaching this com-
plicated issue. Just as a prosecutor must lay
out facts to establish guilt, we must make our
case before the world community. This is the
only approach to guarantee that our efforts to
disarm Irag will have the full force of inter-
national support and not undermine our great-
er war against terrorism.

| appreciate the opportunity to share in this
debate and urge my colleagues to vote for the
Spratt amendment.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I must
once again reiterate, although it seems
rude and people do want to extend and
it is difficult to end before my col-
leagues complete their statements, I
must insist that we take no more than
5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
TOWNS), a leading member of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I am con-
cerned that this resolution ignores the
political realities that are present in a
tinderbox like the Middle East. It is
naive to think that unilateral Amer-
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ican action in the Middle East will
achieve lasting security, but it is
downright foolish to ignore the United
Nations’ potential as a partner in
eliminating Saddam’s chokehold on
world security.

This resolution merely pays lip serv-
ice to any meaningful coalition build-
ing or endorsement of U.N. findings
without establishing an international
coalition. We leave the fate of the Iraqi
people to uncertainty and without the
hope of meaningful nation building or
distribution of aid. America cannot
achieve this alone or on its own.

The world is watching us to see how
a superpower acts which has defeated
its dragons and is now confronted by
malignant dictators of developing pow-
ers. Make no mistake about it, Saddam
Hussein is a dictator who resorts to the
most heinous of atrocities to silence
his opponents.

As the world’s sole superpower, we
must be careful that our allies do not
grow resentful of us. We need to make
certain that they are included in any
sort of action that we as a Nation
might decide to take. That has not
happened, and I must vote no on the
resolution.

Let me close by saying I am con-
cerned as anyone in this Chamber
about national and international secu-
rity. I served in the United States
Army, but I am not convinced that we
should put our young people in harm’s
way. We should not do that; and, there-
fore, I will vote no on this resolution
and hope that many of my colleagues
would join us. This is the wrong way to
go0.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. UDALL), a member of the
Committee on Resources.

(Mr. UDALL of Colorado asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this resolution.

Like many of my colleagues, I have
struggled with the question of whether
to give the President the broad author-
ity to take our Nation into a full-scale
war with Iraq. I have also struggled
with the question of how to support the
President’s objectives and also keep
faith with my oath to uphold the Con-
stitution.

I continue to have grave reservations
about acting unilaterally, acting with-
out evidence of an imminent threat
and acting without considering the
consequences for the war on terrorism
or without a commitment to rebuilding
a post-war Iraq. In my opinion, the res-
olution we are considering today would
give the President authority to act
without adequately addressing these
crucial questions.

Congress has a solemn responsibility
to join with the President in deter-
mining whether any path to war will be
short or long, who will be on that path
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with us and ultimately what kind of
war we intend to wage. This resolution
does not allow Congress to answer
these important questions. Instead, the
resolution gives that power to one
man, the President, and represents a
dangerous erosion of congressional
power and responsibility. That is why
it should be defeated unless it is
amended.

Absent new evidence that Saddam
Hussein poses an imminent threat to
our national security, I believe we
should only go to war against Iraq as a
part of a broad international coalition
authorized by the United Nations. This
is important not only to secure the
peace and manage the costly and dif-
ficult nation building that must follow
but also to avoid compromising our ef-
forts to combat global terrorism, par-
ticularly in the Islamic world.
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As a last resort, it may be necessary
for American military forces to act
without the support of the United Na-
tions Security Council. But before we
do so, I believe the President should
come to Congress for a separate au-
thorization. That is what the amend-
ment I offered to the Committee on
Rules called for.

My amendment was based on a reso-
lution I introduced, House Joint Reso-
lution 118, which would ensure that
Congress, not the President, makes
this awesome decision. Regrettably,
my amendment was not made in order;
so I am glad that tomorrow I will have
the opportunity to vote for the Spratt
amendment, which I believe is more
consistent with the Constitution than
the underlying resolution we are being
asked to support.

Congress needs to know whether the
United Nations is with us or on the
sidelines before we launch a military
invasion of Iraq on our own. Not having
this information beforehand, with all
of the implications it poses for our
global war on terrorism, and the con-
sequences for our security in this re-
gion, is simply irresponsible, in my
view.

Do not misunderstand. I have no illu-
sions about the duplicity of Saddam
Hussein or the depths of his cruelty.
Saddam Hussein is a dangerous tyrant
and a threat to peace, and I fully sup-
port the goal of disarming him. I do
not believe in a policy of appeasement
towards Saddam Hussein. But I believe
that ridding the world of Saddam Hus-
sein is only part of the job we face. We
have to remove Saddam Hussein’s
threat in the context of broader secu-
rity goals, including crippling al Qaeda
and sustaining and building the impor-
tant global relationships we need for
the war against terrorism and for solv-
ing other critical global problems.

My father, Morris Udall, who was
serving in Congress in 1964, came to re-
gret his support for the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution when it became clear that it
was being used as a substitute for the
constitutional responsibility of Con-
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gress to declare war. I fear that this
Congress, a generation later, is poised
to make a similar mistake. To avoid
that, we need to reject this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to this reso-
lution.

Like many of our colleagues, | have strug-
gled with the question of whether to give the
president the broad authority to take our na-
tion into a full-scale war against Iraq. | have
also struggled with the question of how to sup-
port the president’s objectives and also keep
faith with my oath to uphold the Constitution.
| continue to have grave reservations about
acting unilaterally, acting without evidence of
an imminent threat, and acting without consid-
ering the consequences for the war on ter-
rorism or without a commitment to rebuilding a
post-war Irag. In my opinion, the resolution we
are considering today would give the president
authority to act without adequately addressing
these crucial questions.

Congress has a solemn responsibility to join
with the president in determining whether any
path to war will be short or long, who will be
on that path with us, and ultimately what kind
of war we intend to wage. This resolution
doesn’'t allow Congress to answer these im-
portant questions. Instead, the resolution gives
that power to one man, the president, and rep-
resents a dangerous erosion of congressional
power and responsibility. That is why it should
be defeated unless it is amended.

Mr. Speaker, a few days ago the president
told us that voting for this resolution would not
mean that war was imminent or unavoidable.
Many of my colleagues draw comfort from the
vies that this resolution is not necessarily a
call to arms. With respect, | find no such com-
fort. This resolution very clearly gives the
president authority to take us to war.

| introduced a resolution, H.J. Res. 118,
which would ensure that Congress makes this
awesome decision. | also submitted to the
Rules Committee an amendment based on my
resolution. Regrettably, my amendment was
not made in order. So | am glad that | will
have the opportunity to vote for the Spratt
amendment, which | believe is more con-
sistent with the Constitution than the under-
lying resolution we are being asked to support.

Absent new evidence that Saddam Hussein
poses an imminent threat to our national secu-
rity, | believe we should only go to war against
Iraq as part of a broad international coalition
authorized by the United Nations. This is im-
portant not only to secure the peace and man-
age the costly and difficult nation-building that
must follow, but also to avoid compromising
our efforts to combat global terrorism, particu-
larly in the Islamic world. As a last resort, it
may be necessary for American military forces
to act without the support of the United Na-
tions Security Council, but before we do so, |
believe the president should come to Con-
gress to ask for a separate authorization.

Congress needs to know whether the United
Nations is with us or on the sidelines before
we launch a military invasion of Iraq on our
own. Not having this information beforehand,
with all of the implications it poses for our
global war on terror and the consequences for
our security in the region, is simply irrespon-
sible in my view.

Don’t misunderstand, | have no illusions
about the duplicity of Saddam Hussein or
about the depths of his cruelty. Saddam
Huessin is a dangerous tyrant and a threat to
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peace, and | fully support the goal of dis-
arming him. | do not believe in a policy of
international amnesia toward Saddam Hus-
sein. That's why | can't support the Lee
amendment, which | believe does not ade-
quately respond to the urgency of ending Sad-
dam Hussein's decade of defiance and elimi-
nating Irag’'s weapons of mass destruction.
The Lee amendment seems to rule out military
action as a last resort, and | don't believe we
can or should do that.

But | believe that ridding the world of Sad-
dam Hussein is only part of the job we face.
We have to remove Saddam Hussein’s threat
to the context of broader security goals, in-
cluding crippling Al Qaeda and sustaining and
building important global relationships we
need for the war against terrorism and for
solving other critical global problems.

My father was serving in Congress in 1964
when it passed the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution,
which led to the eventual deployment of
500,000 American soldiers in Vietham and the
deaths of 55,000 American servicemen and
women. My father came to regret his support
for that resolution when it became clear that it
was being used as a substitute for the Con-
stitutional responsibility of Congress to declare
war. | fear that this Congress, a generation
later, is posed to make a similar mistake.

To avoid that, we need to reject this resolu-
tion.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, we are demonstrating
to our Nation and to the world what
American democracy is all about,
where the duly elected representatives
of this body have been given an oppor-
tunity to share with each colleague
their best judgment on whether the
Congress supports the President’s re-
quest to place the men and women of
our armed services in harm’s way.

I have no doubt that our President
has spent countless hours, perhaps
even sleepless hours, and probably even
thought a thousand times over as to
whether or not this was the best course
of action that our country should take
at this time and for him to make such
an important decision that will deter-
mine whether our soldiers, sailors and
airmen are going to be sent into harm’s
way.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad our President
does not have the constitutional au-
thority to declare war against enemy
nations. I am also glad that our Presi-
dent does not have the authority under
the provisions of our Constitution to
establish our Nation’s armies and na-
vies. That is the exclusive authority
that has been given specifically to the
Congress of the United States. Mr.
Speaker, I respect our President; but 1
do not worship him, nor is he a king or
an emperor. He is our President and is
subject to the will of the American
people.

My reason for supporting this resolu-
tion is that our President is properly
authorized under the terms of this pro-
posed resolution to seek out all diplo-
matic options, to make sure that there
is substantive participation from our
allies and from other nations in the
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world to confront the serious danger
that is now before us and the world
with the regime currently governed by
the dictator Saddam Hussein.

Another critical factor in this whole
debate, Mr. Speaker, is that we have
not questioned the loyalty and patriot-
ism of each of us or the integrity of
each of us, of any Member of this body,
especially under the climate we are
now under to make a firm decision
whether our Nation should commit her
military forces against her enemies. I
am convinced, Mr. Speaker, that some-
time tomorrow, if as a result of a final
vote by this body that vote is not over-
whelming in support of the President’s
proposed resolution, that common
sense would dictate that our President
would seriously have to reconsider his
position on this matter, go back to the
drawing board and try again. I would
rather deal with some bruised egoes in
the White House and in the Congress
than to end up fighting another war
like Vietnam.

Again, in good faith and as a con-
sequence of the deliberative efforts of
the leadership of both sides of the aisle
in this body, a proposed resolution has
been offered for our consideration. But,
Mr. Speaker, I make reference to my
friend, the Chinese General Sun Tzu,
who some 2,500 years ago made some
very astute observations concerning
the art of warfare, and I hope our Vice
President and our leaders in the De-
partment of Defense will take heed to
General Tzu’s advice.

General Tzu said, “If you know the
enemy and know yourself, you need not
fear the result of 100 battles. If you
know yourself but not the enemy, for
every victory gained, you will also suf-
fer a defeat. But if you do not know
your enemy nor yourself, you will ab-
solutely lose in every battle.”

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to yield the remainder of my time
to the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PAYNE) and ask that he be permitted to
control the rest of that time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from American
Samoa?

There was no objection.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I would ask
for the time remaining now on the two
sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ISSA) has 2
hours and 21 minutes remaining, and
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PAYNE) now has 24%2 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. SAWYER).

(Mr. SAWYER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I have
with me a carefully prepared floor
statement. It lays out my opposition to
the Hastert-Gephardt-Bush resolution,
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although it is a meaningful improve-
ment over the original proposal, and
my support for the Spratt alternative.
I commend it to my colleagues, and

will place that statement in the
RECORD for reference.
In truth, it covers ground already

well covered, more eloquently and with
deepest conviction, by both supporters
and opponents many times in this im-
portant and serious debate. Instead, be-
cause these votes may well be my last
of real import as a Member of Con-
gress, I would like to share with col-
leagues a very specific thought. It is
simple. We all remember the warning
common from childhood: ‘“Don’t start
something you cannot finish.”

I do not mean to suggest that what
we are doing here today is something
we cannot finish. But my father said it
a little bit differently, more as a mat-
ter of advice than childish threat.
“Don’t start anything you don’t know
how to finish.” It is good advice about
many things. And even though I will
not be here to help at the finish of
what we begin here today, it is good
advice here nonetheless.

Now, I am not talking about war
plans. I am confident that they will be
well and professionally crafted; and,
clearly, we should not share them with
our adversaries. But I am talking
about peace plans. We seem to have
more trouble with them. And we need
to make them very clear to adversaries
and allies alike. It is a powerful tool.

For the second time in a year, we are
talking about making war in order to
rebuild a nation and its culture. The
echo which that recalls from 40 years
ago is a concern.

“Don’t start anything you don’t
know how to finish,” my father said.

It reminds me of 1991. And the events
of the last year in Afghanistan are
even more troubling, as rebuilding
there hardly proceeds at all. And the
message that sends to the oppressed
people of Iraqg and others whom we
would make our friends throughout the
Middle East, that message is a real
problem.

“Don’t start anything you don’t
know how to finish,” my father said.

Because this will not be over when
the bombs stop falling and the ground
combat is over and the wounded are
cared for and the dead are put to rest.
It will not begin to be over until we
have carried out a coherent and clearly
stated plan for postwar Iraq. It is the
single most important message we can
send to the people of the region as they
debate and choose a better future for
themselves.

Middle East analyst Stephen Cohen
has remarked, ‘“We in the West cannot
have that debate for them, but we can
help create the conditions for it to hap-
pen. America’s role is to show the way
to incremental change, something that
is not, presto, instant democracy, or
fantasies that enlightened despotism
will serve our interests. We cannot just
go on looking at the Arab world as a
giant gas station, indifferent to what
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happens inside. Because gas is now
leaking and all around people are
throwing matches.”

“Don’t start anything you don’t
know how to finish,” my father said.

It is an important lesson. It is one
that we might have thought the Presi-
dent’s own father might have said to
him. Or maybe not. And that is why I
say it today.

Mr. Speaker, | believe Congress would
achieve near unanimity if we were voting only
on the overall purpose of this resolution, which
is to eliminate Saddam Hussein’s control over
weapons of mass destruction. On that issue
we are as unified as we are in the war against
terrorism that we launched with the President
a year ago. |, and many others, believe that
the current Iraqi regime poses a long-term
threat to the community of nations through its
ongoing defiance of United Nations resolutions
prohibiting Iraq from developing weapons of
mass destruction. But | will not support the
resolution before us because it provides the
President with an open-ended authority that is
far too broad for the task before us.

The President is asking for authorization of
force even before he determines that force is
necessary and before we have exhausted our
other options short of force. Instead, Congress
should pass a resolution that calls on the
President to obtain the support of the United
Nations and our allies and authorizes him to
use force if it is so sanctioned by the United
Nations. This approach is embodied in the
Spratt substitute amendment to be offered to-
morrow, which | will support. If the United Na-
tions fails to take sufficient action, then we can
pass another resolution of force at that time.
But action by the United Nations Security
Council offers the best chance to reintroduce
meaningful inspections into Irag. This would
be the best way to resolve the threat from Iraq
peacefully and without reducing our focus on
eliminating al Qaeda, which remains the fore-
most immediate threat to America.

Given Saddam Hussein’s record of obstruc-
tion over the past eleven years, the United
Nations should authorize force against Iraq if
Irag interferes with the unconditional inspec-
tion and dismantling of its weapons of mass
destruction. However, | cannot support a reso-
lution that authorizes unilateral military force in
the present circumstances.

| am concerned that if the U.S. were to act
alone it would damage our wide international
support in the war against terrorism and al
Qaeda. This war depends on the cooperation
of other governments to arrest terrorist sus-
pects, monitor terrorist financial transactions,
and share intelligence. We should not risk the
goodwill of the international community by act-
ing unilaterally while multilateral options still
exist.

| am also concerned that if the U.S. were to
act against Iraq without the support of the
United Nations Security Council, it would set a
dangerous precedent for other countries who
might be tempted to use military intervention
against the wishes of the international commu-
nity in order to end long-simmering disputes. It
is important that our policy toward Iraq be
guided by our long-standing commitment to
the principle of collective security, which the
United States helped place in the Charter of
the United Nations.

Let me close by saying that | believe that
Congress and the Administration should make
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it crystal clear before any military action is
taken that the U.S. will be committed to help-
ing Iraq rebuild after a war. The U.S. cannot
expect to make a quick exit from Iraq after a
war. We would have to be committed to a
substantial expenditure of time and money to
revitalize Irag, and we will need the support of
our allies to succeed. Doing otherwise would
risk leaving behind a dangerously unstable
country in the Middle East that could be an
even greater source of danger in the region
than the current regime.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the gentleman from Ohio for his
thoughtful comments. I may not agree
with all of them, but the contribution
that he has made in this body will be
sorely missed with his departure. And I
know that I share with my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle in know-
ing that this body will be poorer for
not having the kind of insight and the
kind of caring that we have just heard.

I know this debate has gone on long,
but some things are worth going on a
little longer, and I once again would
like to express my appreciation for his
thoughtful comments.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume to
also compliment the gentleman from
Ohio, who has served this House so out-
standingly; and we will certainly truly
miss him.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK), one of the brightest persons in
the House, who serves on the Com-
mittee on Financial Services and who
has patiently waited.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New Jersey for
yielding me this time, and thank him
as well for having undertaken this
thankless, but very important, job and
has done it well.

When I listened to the President’s
speech the other night, I found myself
in agreement with much of it, but then
I find myself in disagreement with his
conclusion. I think the President made
a pretty good case for a multilateral
approach to making sure that Saddam
Hussein is disarmed, but that is not
what he is asking us to do.

The President is asking us to author-
ize a unilateral invasion of Iraq to
overthrow Saddam Hussein because he
is an immoral and evil ruler. I wish he
were the only immoral and evil ruler in
the world. Our job would be simpler.

But I do not see a rationale for a uni-
lateral American invasion to over-
throw Saddam Hussein that does not
apply to a number of other govern-
ments, some of whom we are allied
with. In fact, there will be a choice to-
morrow for a very well-thought-out
proposal that would empower the
President with the full support of Con-
gress to undertake a serious effort to
get a multilateral approach, using
force if necessary, to impose disar-
mament on Saddam Hussein. It is the
resolution that will be offered by the
gentleman from South Carolina.
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And the President said, let us have
unity, let us have a large majority
here. He could get, I believe, more than
90 percent, if he were willing to throw
his support behind a resolution that
said let us use force in a multilateral
context not to overthrow this govern-
ment, because we cannot be in the posi-
tion of, I think, invading every govern-
ment that fails to meet our moral
standards, as much as I believe those
moral standards to be correct ones. He,
instead, will choose a more divisive
path.

Why? One reason is that we are told
the policy of deterrence will not work
with Saddam Hussein. We are told that
deterrence, which has worked with the
Soviet Union and with the People’s Re-
public of China and with North Korea
and with Iran and with other nations,
uniquely will not work with Iraq be-
cause of the nature of Saddam Hussein.
The problem with the argument that
deterrence will not work, that is the
policy that says the way to keep him
from using chemical and biological
and, ultimately, nuclear weapons, if he
gets them, and we should try to stop
him from getting them, but the way to
keep him from doing it is to threaten
him with overwhelming retaliation.
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The President says it does not work.
But American intelligence says it does.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the Washington Post article
from last Monday from which I want to
read.

“Although Iraq’s chemical artillery
shells and warheads were deployed dur-
ing the war of 1991, they were not used.
U.S. officials now believe this was be-
cause the United States had repeatedly
cautioned Iraq before the fighting
started that use of such weapons would
draw an immediate and possibly over-
whelming response that would topple
Hussein from power.

““One reason the Pentagon has adopt-
ed a plan to dissuade Iraqi officers from
ordering the use of chemical and bio-
logical weapons is that, unlike in 1991,
this deterrent has been rendered moot
by the administration’s decision to
make removing Hussein the goal of any
military action.”

This is the conclusion of American
military intelligence, not rebutted by
the administration. It was recently re-
inforced by a letter released by the
CIA, and the CIA said he is not likely
to use the weapons because he is being
deterred effectively by the threat of
our force.

In a colloquy with a Senator from
Michigan he was asked the question,
What about his use of weapons of mass
destruction? If we initiate an attack
and he was an extremist or otherwise,
what is the likelihood in response to
our attack he would use chemical or bi-
ological weapons?

Senior intelligence witness: ‘‘Pretty
high, in my view.”

In other words, deterrence according
to American intelligence analysis in
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1991 and American intelligence analysis
today works. So there is no need for
this unilateral invasion.

Yes, I think it is useful for the inter-
national community to put maximum
pressure on Saddam Hussein to disarm.
I believe that the resolution offered by
the gentleman from South Carolina is
an authorization to do that.

I disagree with the President about
this policy of a unilateral American in-
vasion with us paying all of the costs
and having all of the responsibility for
the subsequent administration with
Iraq. I disagree with it; but if omne
agrees with it, it is the height of irre-
sponsibility to pretend that we can pay
for it in the current situation without
serious social harm.

This administration put through a
major tax cut 2 years ago with the con-
sent of Congress, over my objection
and many others. Since that time, we
have committed to spend on a war on
Afghanistan, which I supported; recon-
struction of Afghanistan, our moral ob-
ligation; significant increases to com-
pensate the victims, both municipal
and individual, of the mass murders of
September 11; significant ongoing in-
creases in expenditure of homeland se-
curity. Now add to that a war in Iraq
and the subsequent responsibility to
run Iraq and leave that tax cut in
place. Members should understand the
consequences: a deterioration in our
environmental cleanup; a lack of trans-
portation spending; indeed, a reduction
of real spending for virtually every
other domestic program.

Mr. Speaker, the fact that deterrence
still works means that is unnecessary.

The previously referred to material is
as follows:

[From The Washington Post, Sept. 30, 2002]
U.S. EFFORT AIMED AT IRAQI OFFICERS
(By Walter Pincus)

The Pentagon is preparing a campaign
aimed at deterring Iraqi officers from firing
chemical or biological weapons during a U.S.
invasion because intelligence officials be-
lieve President Saddam Hussein has given
field commanders conditional authority to
use the weapons in the event of an attack,
according to defense and intelligence offi-
cials.

The effort would include massive leafleting
of Iraqi military positions—a tactic used by
U.S. forces during the Gulf War in 1991—but
also might employ covert techniques that
would enable the U.S. message to reach Iraqi
commanders, the officials said.

Final authority to use weapons of mass de-
struction has resided with Hussein. But the
Iraqi president’s knowledge that the United
States would seek to take down Iraqgi com-
mand centers and communications systems
at the outset of any military strike means
he has likely already given authority for fir-
ing chemical and biological weapons to his
most loyal commanders in the field, the offi-
cials said. They said Hussein issued similar
orders before the Gulf War.

As a result, the sources said, the Pentagon
plans to appeal directly to these officers not
to use the weapons. One of the biggest chal-
lenges before military planners is deter-
mining which Iraqi military units can be en-
couraged to defect in the event of a U.S. in-
vasion and how to communicate with them,
defense officials have said.
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A British intelligence report released
Tuesday by Prime Minister Tony Blair said
Iraqi could deploy nerve gas and anthrax
weapons on 45 minutes’ notice. It also said
Hussein may have already delegated author-
ity to order use of such weapons to his
youngest son, Qusai, who leads the Repub-
lican Guard—elite units that control de-
ployed weapons for mass destruction.

The Pentagon’s campaign was signaled re-
cent by Defense Secretary Donald H. Rums-
feld. Testifying before the House Armed
Services Committee, Rumsfeld said, ‘‘Wise
Iraqis will not obey orders to use WMD
[weapons of mass destruction].... The United
States will make clear at the outset that
those who are not guilty of atrocities can
play a role in the new Iraq. But if WMD is
used, all bets are off.”

Rumsfeld added that if the order to use
chemical or biological weapons were made
by Hussein, ‘‘that does not necessarily mean
his orders would be carried out. He might
not have anything to lose, but those beneath
him in the chain of command most certainly
would have a great deal to lose.”

A Pentagon official said Rumsfeld’s com-
ments ‘“‘are at least the start of telling them
were are serious.”

After the Gulf War, coalition force interro-
gators learned that Hussein had decided
ahead of time to give commanders the go-
ahead to use chemical weapons if Baghdad’s
communications were interrupted.

One administration source said the Iraqi
president issued specific orders to use the
weapons if ‘‘the allies were winning the
ground war and they had crossed a line due
west of the city of Al-Amarah,” which is 200
miles south of Baghdad. Iraqi unit com-
manders were also told they should employ
the weapons against Iranian forces if they
crossed the border during the war and moved
into Iraq’s Maysan Province, where Al-
Amarah is located.

Although Iraq’s chemical artillery shells
and warheads were deployed during the war,
they were not used. U.S. officials now believe
this was because the United States had re-
peatedly cautioned Iraq before the fighting
started that use of such weapons would draw
a immediate and possibly overwhelming re-
sponse that would topple Hussein from
power.

One reason the Pentagon has adopted a
plan to dissuade Iraqi officers from ordering
the use of chemical or biological weapons is
that, unlike in 1991, this deterrent has been
rendered moot by the administration’s deci-
sion to make removing Hussein the goal of
any military action.

Whether a plan to deter Iraqi commanders
from employing the weapons will work is a
matter of disagreement among military ex-
perts. the Republican Guard units that con-
trol the weapons are run by Hussein’s most
loyal officers.

They will face a short-term or a long-term
problem” one former senior intelligence offi-
cial said. ‘“We may come after them when
the fighting is over. But there may be a Sad-
dam loyalist with a gun who is threatening
to kill him right away if he doesn’t follow
orders.”

Judith Yaphe, an Iraq specialist at the Na-
tional Defense University, said that in 1991,
according to documents found after the war,
Hussein had tried to persuade his com-
manders to use the weapons because they
would be killed anyway. Also, Hussein had
placed loyalists with the commanders to en-
force his wishes. ‘“The question is, are they
still there?”’ she said.

Richard Russell, a CIA area analyst who
specialized in Iraq and is now at the National
Defense University, said the effort to deter
individual commanders ‘‘makes sense as an
attempt.” But he noted that Iraqi oper-
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ational security was very good in the Gulf
War and ‘‘you have to assume it is much bet-
ter now.”

After Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990,
U.S. officials talked openly of American
forces making preparations for waging com-
bat in a chemical environment. Then-Sec-
retary of State James A. Baker III told Iraqi
Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz that Hussein’s
government would be endangered if such
weapons were used. Then-Defense Secretary
Richard B. Cheney hinted that if such an at-
tack took place against Israel, that country
might respond with nuclear weapons.

In the war’s aftermath, U.S. intelligence
officials learned that Iraq had been deterred
from using chemical weapons by the threat
of massive retaliation. Iraqi artillery units
armed with chemical shells were segregated
from the rest of the forces and chemical mu-
nitions were never moved to Kuwait and
never moved toward the front as coalition
forces approached, and in some cases
breached, the Irag-Kuwait border.

C.I.A. LETTER TO SENATE ON BAGHDAD’S
INTENTIONS

Following is the text of a letter dated Oct.
7 to Senator Bob Graham, Democrat of Flor-
ida and chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee, by George J. Tenet, director of cen-
tral intelligence, about decisions to declas-
sify material related to the debate about
Iraq:

In response to your letter of 4 October 2002,
we have made unclassified material available
to further the Senate’s forthcoming open de-
bate on a Joint Resolution concerning Iraq.

As always, our declassification efforts seek
a balance between your need for unfettered
debate and our need to protect sources and
methods. We have also been mindful of a
shared interest in not providing to Saddam a
blueprint of our intelligence capabilities and
shortcomings, or with sight into our expec-
tation of how he will and will not act. The
salience of such concerns is only heightened
by the possibility of hostilities between the
U.S. and Iraq.

These are some of the reasons why we did
not include our classified judgments on
Saddam’s decision-making regarding the use
of weapons of mass destruction (W.M.D.) in
our recent unclassified paper on Iraq’s Weap-
ons of Mass Destruction. Viewing your re-
quest with those concerns in mind, however,
we can declassify the following from the
paragraphs you requested:

Baghdad for now appears to be drawing a
line short of conducting terrorist attacks
with conventional or C.B.W. [chemical and
biological weapons] against the United
States.

Should Saddam conclude that a U.S.-led
attack could no longer be deterred, he prob-
ably would become much less constrained in
adopting terrorist actions. Such terrorism
might involve conventional means, as with
Iraq’s unsuccessful attempt at a terrorist of-
fensive in 1991, or C.B.W.

Saddam might decide that the extreme
step of assisting Islamist terrorists in con-
ducting a W.M.D. attack against the United
States would be his last chance to exact
vengeance by taking a large number of vic-
tims with him.

Regarding the 2 October closed hearing, we
can declassify the following dialogue:

Senator Levin [Carl Levin, Democrat of
Michigan]: ... If (Saddam) didn’t feel threat-
ened, did not feel threatened, is it likely that
he would initiate an attack using a weapon
of mass destruction?

Senior Intelligence Witness: ... My judg-
ment would be that the probability of him
initiating an attack—let me put a time
frame on it—in the foreseeable future, given
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the conditions we understand now, the likeli-
hood I think would be low.

Senator Levin: Now if he did initiate an at-
tack you’ve ... indicated he would probably
attempt clandestine attacks against us ...
But what about his use of weapons of mass
destruction? If we initiate an attack and he
thought he was in extremis or otherwise,
what’s the likelihood in response to our at-
tack that he would use chemical or biologi-
cal weapons?

Senior Intelligence Witness: Pretty high,
in my view.

In the above dialogue, the witness’s quali-
fications—‘‘in the foreseeable future, given
the conditions we understand now’’—were in-
tended to underscore that the likelihood of
Saddam using W.M.D. for blackmail, deter-
rence, or otherwise grows as his arsenal
builds. Moreover, if Saddam used W.M.D., it
would disprove his repeated denials that he
has such weapons.

Regarding Senator Bayh’s [Evan Bayh,
Democrat of Indian] question of Iraqi links
to al-Qa’ida. Senators could draw from the
following points for unclassified discussions:

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

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

Credible information indicates that Iraq
and al-Qa’ida have discussed safe heaven and
reciprocal nonaggression.

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

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

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

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, in an effort
to keep fairness in this body, I believe
there are more speakers on the other
side of the aisle, and I would like to in-
quire how much longer they would
need in order to find a way to equalize
time?

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, we would
need a minimum of at least one full
hour. That would be the least amount
of time. It is very difficult to predict.
We will not let anyone speak over 5
minutes. However, we feel an obliga-
tion to every Member who was prom-
ised the opportunity to speak. We want
to live up to our obligations, but we
will try to move it along as quickly as
possible.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, certainly the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS) had every intention in making
sure that every Member got an oppor-
tunity to speak.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). The gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PAYNE) has 16 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to yield 44 minutes to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.



October 9, 2002

PAYNE) and that he may control that
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ISSA. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I want to
express my deep appreciation to the
gentleman from California, and to the
majority, for this very generous action.
It is not always the norm, and I just
want to express my appreciation.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman and hope it will always be
the norm on the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. RUSH).

(Mr. RUSH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, as a rep-
resentative of the thousands in my dis-
trict who are opposed to an ill-con-
ceived war, I rise in opposition to this
resolution on the use of force against
Iraq.

Thousands of my constituents have
spoken. Families of military personnel
who reside in my district have spoken.
They have all emphatically and re-
soundingly delivered an answer to the
question of going to war with Iraq; and
the answer is, no, no, and no. No
against the war in Iraq. No against
sending their sons and daughters to
war for yet-unknown reasons. And no
to the ignoring of the economic prob-
lems that still are plaguing our Nation.

The war that my constituents want
us to wage is a war on poverty, a war
on layoffs, a war on inadequate health
care, a war on a lack of affordable
housing and a war for economic oppor-
tunity and fairness.

Over the last several months, the
President has been earnest in his ef-
forts to inform the American public of
what the risks are of not going to war
and what they may be. But, to date, he
has not convinced the people in my dis-
trict why their sons and their daugh-
ters should be placed in harm’s way.

If we are going to engage in an hon-
est debate, we owe it to the American
public to ask the right questions. Ques-
tions like: What will the number of
military and civilian casualties be?
Questions like: How long will the con-
flict in Iraq be expected to last? And
simple questions like: Does Saddam
Hussein pose a clear and present threat
to the United States?

Simply citing all the atrocities com-
mitted by Saddam Hussein, and there
are many atrocities that have been ig-
nored for a decade, and calling Saddam
Hussein a bad name is simply not
enough.

Mr. Speaker, during this incredible
moment in American history, we
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should all be reminded of a quote by
President James Madison, ‘“The ad-
vancement and infusion of knowledge
is the only guardian of liberty.”

If we are sincere about bringing de-
mocracy to the people of Iraq, we
should lead by example in every step of
the way. We should lead by presenting
the American public and the American
people with clear, balanced and real-
istic information on the consequences
of a war on Iraq.

Let us not insult our own citizens by
ignoring the fact that all nations in
the Middle East region and many of
our long-standing allies around the
world oppose this war. They see mili-
tary action in Iraq as a glorified oil
and land grab. Let us not ignore the
fact that a strike against Iraq will not
only have the effect of inflaming exist-
ing resentment of U.S. foreign policy
and possibly provoking renewed ter-
rorist attacks on Americans both here
and abroad.

And despite the President’s procla-
mation that America is a friend of the
Iraqi people, we cannot insult the
American people by ignoring the fact
that U.S.-led sanctions have created a
hotbed of disease and extreme poverty
in Iraq, and war will only plunge the
Iraqi people deeper into death and de-
spair.

For those who are saber rattling, war
mongering and unconcerned with
America’s place in the global commu-
nity, let us not ignore the con-
sequences that the American people
will have to pay.

To this issue, some argue that a war
with Iraq is worth the blood of young
Americans. But as a Representative
who may have to face mothers and fa-
thers and brothers and sisters of fallen
constituents, I will not disrespect and
dishonor them with tough talk, tough
talk that refuses to answer obvious
questions, tough talk that only pro-
vides the American people with an-
swers that do not answer, with expla-
nations that do not explain, and con-
clusions that do not conclude.

While I am confident that we will win
an armed conflict with Iraq, there
must be a forthright discussion with
the public about the impact of a war on
the American people and the world in
which we live.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. DAVIS), a member of the
Committee on Armed Services.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, with a deep appreciation for the
gravity of our collective decision, I rise
to oppose this resolution, not because 1
disagree with the goal of disarming
Saddam Hussein, with force if nec-
essary, but because I believe that this
resolution is dangerously broad and
counterproductive to America’s greater
goal of winning the war on terrorism.

Mr. Speaker, over the course of the
history of our country and the Con-
gress, relatively few issues have risen
to the significance of a declaration of
war. Like many of my colleagues, 1
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have personally anguished over this de-
cision because I am convinced that
Saddam Hussein is a threat. It is clear
that he has designs to amass weapons
of mass destruction with the intent to
exert control over the Middle East, if
not a larger region. The core of our de-
cision lies in the best way to address
this threat.

I have tried to understand all per-
spectives. I have attended classified
and public hearings, examined evi-
dence, studied pages of material, and
sought the counsel of many. I have lis-
tened intently to those who have
fought wars and those who have pre-
vented them. I have also listened at-
tentively to the citizens of San Diego.

Mr. Speaker, looking back on the les-
sons of history, it is clear no one can
predict the future. Those faced with
difficult decisions must make the best
judgment based on the information at
hand. To be sure, in the words of Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, ‘“We do not know
what we do not know.”” However, that
is precisely the reason that I continue
to have reservations about unilateral
force.

Unilateral preemptive force may in-
deed win the battle for Irag but cause
us to lose the war by isolating America
from its many allies, turning nations
against us and reinforcing the cause of
those who wish us harm.

In addition to these considerations,
we must consider our young men and
women in uniform. Before sending
them into harm’s way, we must fully
explore every other avenue to achieve
our goals without risking their lives. I
do not believe we have done that.

I applaud the efforts of many to bring
Congress to a place where there is more
agreement than disagreement. While
we may disagree on the manner, we
agree that something must be done,
and we agree that Saddam Hussein is a
menace, and we agree that the United
States must exercise its leadership.

To be a true leader, we must con-
vince others to follow. Hubert Hum-
phrey once said, ‘‘Leadership in today’s
world requires far more than a large
stock of gunboats and a hard fist at the
conference table.” That is precisely
why we must continue to seek options
to unilateral force, to work with the
United Nations and the world commu-
nity, and to use force only when all
other options are exhausted. If we do
not, how can we expect others to do
likewise?

In addition, we must be clear in our
goal. Again, citing the Secretary of De-
fense, our goal is disarmament. To
achieve this, we must insist on tough
new rigorous U.N. inspections. If those
inspections are thwarted, we may use
force, first, if sanctioned by the U.N.
Security Council, and then alone if
necessary.

Based on these principles, I will sup-
port the Spratt substitute because it
embodies the best way to address the
threat posed by Saddam. It holds the
U.N. accountable, and it retains Con-
gress’ prerogative to truly be the voice
of the American people.
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Mr. Speaker, I question the notion
that we must speak with one voice be-
cause it is the collection of voices that
grants us our strength. Mr. Speaker,
tomorrow I will vote ‘‘no” because
House Joint Resolution 114 is a pre-
mature de facto declaration of war that
fails to recognize the fundamental
tenet that leadership involves leading,
not merely acting alone. But make no
mistake. A “‘no’’ vote on the resolution
does not restrict the President’s power
to act should an imminent threat arise.
He already has that authority.

To conclude, let me say to the serv-
icemen and women, especially those
living in San Diego who will be called
upon to enforce this policy, my admira-
tion and respect for you is as strong as
ever and it will never waiver. Just as
you always do your duty to America
regardless of how you personally feel
about a particular mission, so will I do
my duty to give you the support you
need to complete your mission and get
home safely. Along with my fellow
Members of the House Committee on
Armed Services, I will fight vigorously
to get you every tool you need to do
the job right.

To my colleagues on the committee
and in Congress, I hope you will take
my opposition to this resolution in the
spirit in which it is offered, that of
doing what I feel must be done to fight
and win the war on terrorism and em-
power diplomacy. We may disagree
over the strategy of addressing the
threats posed by Iraq at this time, but
we are united in the greater goal to
free America and the world from the
threat of terrorism.

To our enemies in Iraq and else-
where, a warning: do not confuse de-
mocracy and debate with disunity or
disarray. Our voices constitute our
strength, and the United States of
America is united in its resolve.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), a member of
the Committee on Government Reform
and the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices, a true leader in this government.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from New Jersey for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think any
Member of this body disagrees that
Saddam Hussein is a tyrant, a mur-
derer, and a man who has started two
wars. He is clearly someone who can-
not be trusted or believed. The ques-
tion, Mr. Speaker, is not whether we
like Saddam Hussein or not. The ques-
tion is whether he represents an immi-
nent threat to the American people and
whether a unilateral invasion of Iraq
will do more harm than good.

Mr. Speaker, the front page of The
Washington Post today reported that
all relevant U.S. intelligence agencies
now say despite what we have heard
from the White House that ‘‘Saddam
Hussein is unlikely to initiate a chem-
ical or biological attack against the
United States.” Even more impor-
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tantly, our intelligence agencies say
that should Saddam conclude that a
U.S.-led attack could no longer be de-
terred, he might at that point launch a
chemical or biological counterattack.
In other words, there is more danger of
an attack on the United States if we
launch a precipitous invasion.

Mr. Speaker, I do not know why the
President feels, despite what our intel-
ligence agencies are saying, that it is
so important to pass a resolution of
this magnitude this week and why it is
necessary to go forward without the
support of the United Nations and our
major allies including those who are
fighting side by side with us in the war
on terrorism.

But I do feel that as a part of this
process, the President is ignoring some
of the most pressing economic issues
affecting the well-being of ordinary
Americans. There has been virtually no
public discussion about the stock mar-
ket’s loss of trillions of dollars over the
last few years and that millions of
Americans have seen the retirement
benefits for which they have worked
their entire lives disappear. When are
we going to address that issue? This
country today has a $340 billion trade
deficit, and we have lost 10 percent of
our manufacturing jobs in the last 4
yvears, 2 million decent-paying jobs.
The average American worker today is
working longer hours for lower wages
than 25 years ago. When are we going
to address that issue?

Mr. Speaker, poverty in this country
is increasing and median family in-
come is declining. Throughout this
country family farmers are being driv-
en off of the land; and veterans, the
people who put their lives on the line
to defend us, are unable to get the
health care and other benefits they
were promised because of government
underfunding. When are we going to
tackle these issues and many other im-
portant issues that are of such deep
concern to Americans?

Mr. Speaker, in the brief time I have,
let me give five reasons why I am op-
posed to giving the President a blank
check to launch a unilateral invasion
and occupation of Iraq and why I will
vote against this resolution. One, I
have not heard any estimates of how
many young American men and women
might die in such a war or how many
tens of thousands of women and chil-
dren in Iraq might also be Kkilled. As a
caring Nation, we should do everything
we can to prevent the horrible suf-
fering that a war will cause. War must
be the last recourse in international re-
lations, not the first. Second, I am
deeply concerned about the precedent
that a unilateral invasion of Iraq could
establish in terms of international law
and the role of the United Nations. If
President Bush believes that the U.S.
can go to war at any time against any
nation, what moral or legal objection
could our government raise if another
country chose to do the same thing?

Third, the United States is now in-
volved in a very difficult war against
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international terrorism as we learned
tragically on September 11. We are op-
posed by Osama bin Laden and reli-
gious fanatics who are prepared to en-
gage in a kind of warfare that we have
never experienced before. I agree with
Brent Scowcroft, Republican former
National Security Advisor for Presi-
dent George Bush, Sr., who stated, ‘““An
attack on Iraq at this time would seri-
ously jeopardize, if not destroy, the
global counterterrorist campaign we
have undertaken.”

Fourth, at a time when this country
has a $6 trillion national debt and a
growing deficit, we should be clear that
a war and a long-term American occu-
pation of Iraq could be extremely ex-
pensive.

Fifth, I am concerned about the prob-
lems of so-called unintended con-
sequences. Who will govern Iraq when
Saddam Hussein is removed and what
role will the U.S. play in ensuing a
civil war that could develop in that
country? Will moderate governments
in the region who have large Islamic
fundamentalist populations be over-
thrown and replaced by extremists?
Will the bloody conflict between Israel
and the Palestinian Authority be exac-
erbated? And these are just a few of the
questions that remain unanswered.

If a unilateral American invasion of
Iraq is not the best approach, what
should we do? In my view, the U.S.
must work with the United Nations to
make certain within clearly defined
timelines that the U.N. inspectors are
allowed to do their jobs. These inspec-
tors should undertake an unfettered
search for Iraqi weapons of mass de-
struction and destroy them when
found, pursuant to past U.N. resolu-
tions. If Iraq resists inspection and
elimination of stockpiled weapons, we
should stand ready to assist the U.N. in
forcing compliance.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. MCCRERY).

(Mr. MCcCRERY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution 114.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of House Joint
Resolution 114, which would authorize the use
of military force against Iraq.

The diplomatic and military situation in Iraq
without question remains one of the most dif-
ficult security issues facing the United States
and the international community. It has only
been further complicated by the terrorist at-
tacks on our country last year. Recently, the
President’s national security adviser said Sad-
dam Hussein has sheltered al-Qaeda terrorists
in Baghdad and helped train some in the de-
velopment of chemical weapons. Also of con-
cern is the revelation that there may have
been a meeting between a senior Iragi intel-
ligence official and Mohammed Atta, the lead-
er of the September 11th attacks.

The administration has stated on numerous
occasions that the war on terrorism will con-
tinue to be fought against all countries that
support or harbor terrorists. It appears that list
must include Irag.
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Our national security depends on preventing
other countries from developing weapons of
mass destruction. Iraq has pursued an agenda
to develop weapons of mass destruction in-
cluding chemical, biological, and nuclear
weapons for many years. Saddam Hussein
has already demonstrated an unconscionable
willingness to use chemical weapons on his
own people, attacking ethnic Kurds in North-
ern Iraq. He also used them against Iranian
troops during the Iran-lraq War. Irag’s arsenal
includes several delivery systems, including
long-range missiles capable of carrying dan-
gerous payloads to our allies in the Middle
East and Europe, including U.S. military bases
in Bahrain and Turkey.

The United Nations Security Council re-
quired Irag to scrap all weapons of mass de-
struction and long-range missiles and to allow
for weapons verification inspections. For the
past four years, Iraq has prevented represent-
atives of the United Nations from inspecting
Iraq’s weapon facilities. It is clear that the Iraqi
government has undermined the authority of
the United Nations by rebuilding many of its
chemical, biological, and nuclear weapon
manufacturing plants.

Irag has a history of invading its neighbors
and using any and all weapons at its disposal
against its enemies. A nuclear weapon in the
hands of Hussein’s brutal regime would give
him an unacceptable upper hand to expand
control over the world’s petroleum reserves
and quite possibly give him the leverage he
needs to expand the borders of tyranny.

Mr. Speaker, it is not an unlikely possibility
that Iraq, as a state-sponsor of terrorism,
would transfer weapons of mass destruction to
terrorists intent on using them against the
United States. September 11th showed us that
America is not immune to terror attacks, and
Iraq’'s ties to international terrorist groups are
unguestioned.

| support the President’'s campaign against
any state, including Iraq, which is found to
support terrorism or seeks to develop weap-
ons of mass destruction with the intent of at-
tacking America or its allies. We cannot wait
for a transparent threat to materialize. The
longer we wait, the more we risk another un-
thinkable attack upon our soil. Simply put, the
United States cannot ignore the threat that
Iraq poses to our way of life and that of our
allies.

Saddam Hussein must be held accountable
for years of noncompliance with United Na-
tions resolutions. Failure to enforce the resolu-
tions weakens the authority of the United Na-
tions itself and sends a message to the foes
of peace that future disobedience will be ob-
jected to solely through empty threats and res-
olutions without teeth.

I am hopeful that diplomatic efforts may yet
succeed, and believe the United States must
try to work with our allies and the international
community towards a peaceful solution to our
present situation. Every Member of Congress
weighs this decision carefully, knowing the
votes we cast may place the men and women
of our armed forces in harm’s way. Yet if it be-
comes necessary, we must be certain we do
not embark upon a Sicilian Expedition. Any
use of force should include clear goals. If we
are to enter into conflict in Iraq, we must plain-
ly establish our objectives and follow through
on a commitment to purge terror and rebuild
Iraq into a strong and stable nation.

Our first priority of any use of force should
be to eliminate the ability of the Hussein re-
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gime to manufacture, distribute, or employ
weapons of mass destruction. Hussein’s goal
has always been to obtain a weapon of such
destructive force, that no other nation would
be willing to resist his will. It would be fun-
damentally irresponsible to allow Iraq to obtain
a weapon that could be used to deter allied
forces from enforcing the internationally recog-
nized authority of the United Nations.
Saddam’s arsenal of aggression and terror
must be completely destroyed in order to en-
courage stability and prevent the proliferation
of those weapons to other parts of the region.
This action must be our first goal.

The second goal, is the removal of Saddam
Hussein from power. Iraq has traditionally
been a nation of commerce and prosperity,
but Hussein hoards the resources of his coun-
try, starving her citizens into submission. His
power is sustained by a 25,000-strong Repub-
lican Guard who, in return for maintaining
Saddam’s rule, are rewarded with Irag’s riches
at the expense of her people. Hussein is not
only guilty of some of the most heinous crimes
against humanity, but he rules Iraq like a
gangster by modeling his authority on the op-
pressive tyranny of Joseph Stalin and fre-
quently and personally executes any who op-
pose his rule or stand in his way. We cannot
continue to allow Hussein to cow the Iraqi
people into living under an umbrella of terror.
Hussein’s sinister methodology of terror, as-
sassination, and execution against all who op-
pose him must end. We must support a re-
gime change.

Our third objective should include a plan to
root out all elements of terror within Iraq and
bring accountability to the war on terror within
the borders of Irag. Hussein’s government has
proven uncooperative and refuses to help in
the identification and apprehension of those in
terror networks. The Hussein regime is unable
to control areas within Northern Iraq giving ter-
rorist organizations like al-Qaeda free rein to
operate within Iraq’s borders. This stands in
stark contrast to the other nations in the re-
gion who are working with the United States to
eradicate terrorist networks.

Finally, the United States and the Inter-
national Community must create a plan to re-
build Iraq and to restore a government that
represents the interests of Iragis and is dedi-
cated to reconstructing an economy decimated
by tyranny. New leadership will give the peo-
ple of Irag an opportunity to become a respon-
sible member of the international community.

Mr. Speaker, President Bush has requested
the Congress pass a resolution authorizing the
use of military force to enforce the United Na-
tions’ Security Council Resolutions which Iraq
continues to defy. We must defend the na-
tional security interests of the United States.
We must eliminate the threat posed by Iraqi
terror and we must work to restore inter-
national peace and security to Iraq.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join
me in support of House Joint Resolution 114.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. JACKSON), a real spokesperson for
justice in this country and a member of
the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this resolution. On September 11, 2001,
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our Nation changed. We were trauma-
tized when al Qaeda terrorists attacked
our Nation, killed nearly 3,000 Ameri-
cans, wounded many others physically,
emotionally, and spiritually; destroyed
families and buildings and disrupted
our economy. The President, the Con-
gress, and the American people re-
sponded quickly, appropriately and
with courage. All Americans support
the war on terrorism, and they want
homeland security.

However, terrorism not only changed
our psyche; it changed our politics. Our
politics shifted from hope to fear, and
fear now clouds our thinking. Sep-
tember 11 and Iraq are two distinct
issues. Nevertheless, President Bush is
trying to take our legitimate fear fol-
lowing 9-11 and illegitimately link it to
Iraq. The White House and some in this
body have sought to link al Qaeda and
September 11 to Iraq. That alleged link
underscores the President’s position
that the Iraqi threat is imminent.
However, congressional Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence mem-
bers have said President Bush has pre-
sented no factual evidence proving that
link. Even the President separates 9-11
from an imminent Iraqi threat, and
here is the proof. President Bush sees
9-11 and Iraq as separate because just 2
weeks ago on September 24, he lowered
the domestic risk of terrorist attacks
from orange to yellow. He lowered it. If
the Iraqi threat were imminent, would
not the risk of terrorist attacks have
at least remained the same, at orange,
or even elevated and raised to red, a se-
vere risk of terrorist attacks? But the
President lowered it from orange to
yellow.

Yes, Iraq’s threat is real; and in light
of 9-11, it is normal for Americans to
be afraid, but the Iraqi threat is not
imminent. We should not let it affect
our politics over the next 3 weeks. We
should not vote on the basis of fear of
an imminent threat from Saddam Hus-
sein. We must vote our hopes and not
our fears. So far this debate has been
about military sticks, whether, when
or under what circumstances to use
them. But why not try carrots too?
Most Americans do not know that the
United States would not lift economic
sanctions on Iraq even if Saddam
agreed to and fully implemented all
U.N. resolutions.

In 1997 Secretary Albright said the
U.S. would only lift sanctions when
Saddam Hussein was gone, not when
Iraq lived up to U.N. resolutions. Presi-
dent Clinton stated sanctions will be
there until the end of time or as long
as Hussein lasts. But economic sanc-
tions are only hurting the people, mak-
ing life miserable for the average Iraqi,
causing an estimated 500,000 deaths,
mainly women and children. The eco-
nomic sanctions are not hurting Sad-
dam Hussein. If they were, he would
not be the threat that the President
says he is. Insisting on a regime change
before lifting economic sanctions goes
beyond the legal mandate of U.N. pol-
icy and is not authorized by any U.N.
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resolution. We need to lure Iraqi com-
pliance with a meaningful economic in-
ducement, not merely threaten them
with military force. Why does the
United States not offer to lift economic
sanctions in an orderly and progressive
way in exchange for unfettered and
comprehensive inspections? Without
the carrot of lifting economic sanc-
tions in exchange for removing weap-
ons of mass destruction, the Iraqi gov-
ernment has no incentive to cooperate.
Offering to lift economic sanctions in
exchange for unfettered inspections
will gain the support within Iraq and
among our allies.

Before there is any authorization for
the use of armed force against Iraq, we
must make sure that all peaceful
means containing and eliminating
Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction
have been exhausted, including offering
positive incentives, and the U.S. should
lead this initiative. This positive in-
centive to get Saddam Hussein to com-
ply has not and is not currently in
play. But until we make this overture
and change the policy of only lifting
economic sanctions after a regime
change, we will not have exhausted all
peaceful alternatives to force.

We are a Nation united by our Con-
stitution and committed to the rule of
law. That commitment is now chal-
lenged by an outlaw. We must bring
this outlaw to justice but not become
outlaws ourselves. And while our at-
tention is focused on a military threat
overseas, we are drowning at home eco-
nomically. I believe we can creatively
insist on a peaceful resolution to elimi-
nate Saddam’s weapons of mass de-
struction without an invasion and the
actual use of force. Our military might
is unquestioned. Our wisdom, our com-
passion, our commitment to a non-
violent means of resolving conflict is
not. By that and that alone will move
us toward a genuine peace, justice and
security for all.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. NADLER), member of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for the time. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to this resolu-
tion. I take the threat of nuclear weap-
ons in the hands of a hostile and ag-
gressive Iraq very seriously. On Sep-
tember 11 when my district was at-
tacked, I thanked God the terrorists
did not have nuclear weapons. We all
want to protect this Nation. The ques-
tion before us today is not whether to
protect America, but how best to do so.

Saddam Hussein unquestionably
poses a real danger. He has consist-
ently shown a virulent hostility to the
United States and to Israel, a willing-
ness to invade other countries without
provocation, a willingness to use chem-
ical and biological weapons against ci-
vilian populations, a relentless drive to
obtain weapons of mass destruction in-
cluding nuclear weapons and the means
to deliver them, and a reckless aggres-
siveness.
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The conclusion is inescapable that
the acquisition of nuclear weapons by
Iraq would pose an intolerable threat
to the United States and to world
peace. That threat must be met, if at
all possible, through the United Na-
tions and in accordance with inter-
national law, but war must be the last
resort, not the first option.

The resolution before us is not a
compromise. It is in all important re-
spects still very much the original
draft: a blank check, like the Gulf of
Tonkin resolution. We must not grant
the President a blank check.

Make no mistake, this resolution
grants the President the power to go to
war entirely at his discretion. While
the resolution pays lip service to the
need for international cooperation, it
does not require the President to seek
it. While the resolution mentions a de-
sire to work through the United Na-
tions, it does not require the President
to exhaust our options at the U.N. be-
fore starting a war.

The resolution requires the President
to inform Congress that efforts in the
U.N. and the international community
have failed, but he need not do so until
after he starts a war. We must grant
the President the power to take pru-
dent action to meet the threat from
Iraq but only action that does not
itself threaten international peace and
security.

The United States should seek a U.N.
resolution providing for the immediate
return to Iraq of beefed-up arms inspec-
tion teams and demanding that they be
afforded unfettered and unconditional
access to all sites they deem necessary
to accomplish their task of locating
and destroying all chemical, biological,
and nuclear weapons and their produc-
tion facilities.

The U.N. resolution should authorize
the use of military force to the extent
necessary to overcome any Iraqi at-
tempts to interfere with the inspection
teams, and Congress should authorize
the President to use such military
force only to enable the inspection
teams to do their jobs.

We might this way be able to elimi-
nate the threat of Iraq’s chemical, bio-
logical, and nuclear weapons without
military conflict. But if military con-
flict occurred, we would be better off as
part of a multilateral effort enforcing a
Security Council inspection and disar-
mament order, with the onus on Sad-
dam Hussein for starting the conflict,
than we would as the Lone Ranger in-
vading Iraqg on our own, with most of
the world looking on in disapproval.

Let me remind my colleagues: Before
they were ejected from Iraq, U.N. in-
spectors destroyed more weapons and
more weapons facilities than did the
coalition forces during the Gulf War.
This proven, successful course of action
should be fully utilized before we risk
regional conflagration.

I believe the Security Council would
adopt a resolution embodying such a
specific limited approach, and that,
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working through the U.N. and with
other nations, the U.S. could partici-
pate in successfully implementing it.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the President
insists that, in addition to disarming
Saddam, we must overthrow his re-
gime. Demanding regime change is ex-
tremely dangerous. It is one thing to
tell Saddam he must disarm. It is quite
another to demand the end of his re-
gime.

Faced with such a threat, which in
practical terms means his death, there
would be nothing to deter Saddam Hus-
sein from deciding, like Samson in the
Philistine temple, that he might as
well pull the world down with him.
Why should he not go down in history
as an Arab hero by attacking Israel
with chemical or biological weapons of
perhaps devastating lethality? Israel
might then feel compelled to retaliate,
and no one could calculate the course
of escalation from there.

But Members do not need to take my
evaluation of this threat. Just yester-
day, the director of the CIA, George
Tenet, told the other body that ‘‘Bagh-
dad, for now, appears to be drawing a
line short of conducting terrorist at-
tacks with conventional or chemical or
biological weapons.” But, he contin-
ued, if Saddam concluded the survival
of his regime was threatened, ‘‘he prob-
ably would become much less con-
strained in adopting terrorist action.”

Mr. Speaker, we must constrain the
administration from pursuing this per-
ilous course. The substitute resolution
offered by the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) grants the
President the authority to use military
force as part of a multilateral effort to
divest Saddam of his weapons of mass
destruction.

That is as far as we should go. We
must draw this line, Mr. Speaker, not
because we are unconcerned with our
country’s security, but precisely be-
cause we care so very, very much for it.

——————

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5010,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2003

Mr. LEWIS of California, submitted
the following conference report and
statement on the bill (H.R. 5010) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2003, and for other pur-
poses:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H.R. 107-732)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
5010) ‘“‘making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2003, and for other purposes’,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses as fol-
lows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert:
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