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The Reverend Won Sang Lee, the Ko-
rean Central Presbyterian Church, Vi-
enna, Virginia, offered the following
prayer:

Heavenly Father, creator of the heav-
ens and the earth, You are the sov-
ereign Lord over all.

We thank You for blessing us with
our lives, our loves and all our pursuits
of happiness. We thank You for form-
ing us as ‘“‘one Nation under God.” And,
Lord, we thank You for calling these
men and women to be, for this Nation,
faithful and true representatives.

Heavenly Father, may You now en-
able these men and women of our Con-
gress to lead our country with integ-
rity, zeal and compassion.

Help them to embrace and realize
their diversity to strengthen our coun-
try and keep it indivisible. Give them
supernatural courage and determina-
tion to oppose any who threaten our
liberty. Fill them with wisdom and im-
partiality to mete out justice for all.

For Your glory and honor, we pray
all these things in Jesus’ name. Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Wisconsin will be recognized for 1
minute. All other 1-minutes will be at
the end of today’s business.

WELCOMING THE REVEREND WON
SANG LEE

(Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, it is my honor today to introduce
our guest chaplain this morning, Rev-
erend Won Sang Lee, senior pastor of
the Korean Presbyterian Church in Vi-
enna, Virginia. I do this on behalf of
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. ToMm
DAVIS).

Reverend Lee has been a spiritual
leader in the 11th District of Virginia
for over 25 years and he has spear-
headed his church’s efforts towards
community outreach both locally and
internationally. Reverend Lee is presi-
dent of Seed International, a mission
agency which provides support to mis-
sions around the world, including the
United States and Korea. He is also
Moderator for the Coalition of the Ko-
rean Churches in the Presbyterian
Church in America, and cochairs the
Korean World Mission Council for
Christ.

Reverend Lee earned his B.A. in Phi-
losophy from KeiMyung University and
an M.A. in Philosophy from
KyungBook University in Korea. He
has also earned a Theological Master in
the Old Testament from the Dallas
Theological Seminary and a Master of
Arts in Near Eastern Studies from the
University of Pennsylvania.

In November 2001, Reverend Lee re-
ceived the Virginia Governor’s Award
for ‘“‘Outstanding Religious Institu-
tion” in Richmond, Virginia. This
award was granted for his work in the
Korean Central Senior Center, where
he has served as Chairman of the Board

of Directors since 1994. Earlier this
year, Reverend Lee was asked to lead
the Virginia State House of Delegates
with opening prayer in Richmond, Vir-
ginia.

I ask my colleagues in the House to
join myself and the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS) in welcoming
Reverend Lee to this Chamber.

——————

AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF
MILITARY FORCE AGAINST IRAQ
RESOLUTION OF 2002

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BoNILLA). Pursuant to section 3 of
House Resolution 574, proceedings will
now resume on the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 114) to authorize the use of
United States Armed Forces against
Iraq.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. When
proceedings were postponed on the leg-
islative day of Wednesday, October 9,
2002, all time for debate on the joint
resolution, as amended, under section 1
of House Resolution 574 had expired.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in House Report
107-724.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
NO. 1 OFFERED BY MS. LEE

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
No. 1 offered by Ms. LEE:

Strike the preamble and insert in lieu
thereof the matter preceding the resolved
clause, below, and strike the text and insert
in lieu thereof the matter following the re-
solved clause, below:

Whereas on April 6, 1991, during the Per-
sian Gulf War, Iraq accepted the provisions
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of United Nations Security Council Resolu-
tion 687 (April 3, 1991) bringing a formal
cease-fire into effect;

Whereas, in accordance with Security
Council Resolution 687, Iraq unconditionally
accepted the destruction, removal, or ren-
dering harmless of ‘‘all chemical and biologi-
cal weapons and all stocks of agents and all
related subsystems and components and all
research, development, support and manu-
facturing facilities related thereto’’, and ‘‘all
ballistic missiles with a range greater than
one hundred and fifty kilometers, and re-
lated major parts and repair and production
facilities’’;

Whereas, in accordance with Security
Council Resolution 687, Iraq unconditionally
agreed not to acquire or develop any nuclear
weapons, nuclear-weapons-usable material,
nuclear-related subsystems or components,
or nuclear-related research, development,
support, or manufacturing facilities;

Whereas Security Council Resolution 687
calls for the creation of a United Nations
special commission to ‘‘carry out immediate
on-site inspection of Iraq’s biological, chem-
ical, and missile capabilities”” and to assist
and cooperate with the International Atomic
Energy Agency in carrying out the ‘‘destruc-
tion, removal or rendering harmless’ of all
nuclear-related items and in developing a
plan for the ongoing monitoring and
verification of Iraq’s compliance;

Whereas United Nations weapons inspec-
tors (UNSCOM) between 1991 and 1998 suc-
cessfully uncovered and destroyed large
stockpiles of chemical and biological weap-
ons and production facilities, nuclear weap-
ons research and development facilities, and
Scud missiles, despite the fact that the Gov-
ernment of Iraq sought to obstruct their
work in numerous ways;

Whereas in 1998, UNSCOM weapons inspec-
tors were withdrawn from Iraq and have not
returned since;

Whereas Iraq is not in compliance with
United Nations Security Council Resolution
687, United Nations Security Council Resolu-
tion 1154, and additional United Nations res-
olutions on inspections, and this noncompli-
ance violates international law and Iraq’s
ceasefire obligations and potentially endan-
gers United States and regional security in-
terests;

Whereas the true extent of Iraq’s contin-
ued development of weapons of mass destruc-
tion and the threat posed by such develop-
ment to the United States and allies in the
region are unknown and cannot be known
without inspections;

Whereas the United Nations was estab-
lished for the purpose of preventing war and
resolving disputes between nations through
peaceful means, including ‘‘by negotiation,
enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitra-
tion, judicial settlement, resort to regional
arrangements, or other peaceful means’’;

Whereas the United Nations remains seized
of this matter;

Whereas the President has called upon the
United Nations to take responsibility to as-
sure that Iraq fulfills its obligations to the
United Nations under existing United Na-
tions Security Council resolutions;

Whereas war with Irag would place the
lives of tens of thousands of people at risk,
including members of the United States
armed forces, Iraqi civilian non-combatants,
and civilian populations in mneighboring
countries;

Whereas unilateral United States military
action against Iraq may undermine coopera-
tive international efforts to reduce inter-
national terrorism and to bring to justice
those responsible for the attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001;

Whereas unilateral United States military
action against Iraq may also undermine
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United States diplomatic relations with
countries throughout the Arab and Muslim
world and with many other allies;

Whereas a preemptive unilateral United
States first strike could both set a dangerous
international precedent and significantly
weaken the United Nations as an institution;
and

Whereas the short-term and long-term
costs of unilateral United States military ac-
tion against Iraq and subsequent occupation
may be significant in terms of United States
casualties, the cost to the United States
treasury, and harm to United States diplo-
matic relations with other countries: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the United States
should work through the United Nations to
seek to resolve the matter of ensuring that
Iraq is not developing weapons of mass de-
struction, through mechanisms such as the
resumption of weapons inspections, negotia-
tion, enquiry, mediation, regional arrange-
ments, and other peaceful means.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 574, the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE)
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE).

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

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

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, today our Na-
tion is debating the very profound
question of war and peace and the
structure and nature of international
relations in the 21st century.

Before us today is the serious and
fundamental question of life and death:
whether or not this Congress will give
the President authority to commit this
Nation to war.

Always a question of the greatest im-
portance, our decision today is further
weighted by the fact that we are being
asked to sanction a new foreign policy
doctrine that gives the President the
power to launch a unilateral and pre-
emptive first strike against Iraq before
we have utilized our diplomatic op-
tions.

My amendment provides an option
and the time to pursue it. Its goal is to
give the United Nations inspections
process a chance to work. It provides
an option short of war with the objec-
tive of protecting the American people
and the world from any threat posed by
Iraqi weapons of mass destruction.

The amendment urges the United
States to reengage the diplomatic
process, and it stresses our govern-
ment’s commitment to eliminating
any Iraqi weapons of mass destruction
through United Nations inspections
and enhanced containment.

It emphasizes the potentially dan-
gerous and disastrous long-term con-
sequences for the United States of codi-
fying the President’s announced doc-
trine of preemption.

The administration’s resolution fore-
closes alternatives to war before we
have even tried to pursue them.

We do not need to rush to war, and
we should not rush to war. If what we
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are worried about is the defense of the
United States and its people, we do not
need this resolution.

If the United States truly faced an
imminent attack from anywhere, the
President has all of the authority in
the world to ensure our defense based
on the Constitution, the War Powers
Act and the United Nations Charter.

Our own intelligence agencies report
that there is currently little chance of
chemical and biological attack from
Saddam Hussein on U.S. forces or terri-
tories. But they emphasize that an at-
tack could become much more likely if
Iraq believes that it is about to be at-
tacked. This is a frightening and dan-
gerous potential consequence that re-
quires sober thought and careful reflec-
tion.

President Bush’s doctrine of preemp-
tion violates international law, the
United Nations Charter and our own
long-term security interests. It will set
a precedent that could come back to
haunt us.

Do we want to see our claim to pre-
emption echoed by other countries
maintaining that they perceive similar
threats? India or Pakistan? China or
Taiwan? Russia or Georgia?

I would submit that we would have
little moral authority to urge other
countries to resist launching preemp-
tive strikes themselves. This approach
threatens to destabilize the Middle
East, unleash new forces of terrorism
and instability and completely derail
any prospects for peace in the region.

Unilateralism is not the answer.
Iraqi weapons of mass destruction are a
problem to the world community, and
we must confront it and we should do
so through the United Nations.
Multilateralism and steadfast commit-
ment to international law should be
the guiding principle as we move into
the 21st century.

As I said, the purpose of my amend-
ment is to let the United Nations do its
work. Let us give inspections and other
containment mechanisms a chance to
succeed once again. Inspections did
make real progress in eliminating
weapons of mass destruction in the
1990s despite Saddam Hussein’s best ef-
fort at obstruction and deceit. U.N. in-
spectors destroyed large stockpiles of
chemical weapons, missiles and weap-
ons of mass destruction. We can and
should renew and expand this process.

In addition to inspections, we should
improve border monitoring through an
enhanced containment system to pre-
vent shipments of nuclear materials or
other weapons to Iraq. And we should
install surveillance technology on the
border to detect such materials.

As part of enhanced containment, we
should work with the countries bor-
dering Iraq and with regional seaports
to ensure that United Nations Security
Council resolutions are enforced, and
we should plug holes in the current
arms embargo blanket. We should also
work on nonproliferation efforts glob-
ally to secure weapons materials.
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All of these are diplomatic options
that we can and should undertake and
which can lead to success.

What we are doing today is building
the framework for 21st century inter-
national relations. It will either be a
framework of unilateralism and insecu-
rity or multilateral cooperation and se-
curity. It is our choice.

During the Cold War, the words ‘‘first
strike” filled us with fear. They still
should.

I am really appalled that a democ-
racy, our democracy, is contemplating
taking such a fearsome step and really
setting such a terrible international
precedent that could be devastating for
global stability and for our own moral
authority.

We are contemplating sending our
young men and women to war where
they will be doing the killing and the
dying. And we, as representatives of
the American people, have no idea
where this action will take us, where it
will end and what price we will pay in
terms of lives and resources. This too
should cause us to pause. We have
choices, however, and we have an obli-
gation to pursue them, to give U.N. in-
spections and enhanced containment a
chance to work.

What this resolution does state very
clearly and firmly is that the United
States will work to disarm Iraq
through United Nations inspections
and other diplomatic tools. It states
that we reject the doctrine of preemp-
tion, and it reaffirms our commitment
to our own security and national inter-
ests through multilateral diplomacy,
not unilateral attack.

I urge you to protect our national in-
terests by giving the United Nations a
chance by supporting this amendment.

It does not foreclose any future op-
tions.

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

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

I rise in strong opposition to the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentlewoman
from California. I certainly do not
mean to offend her. She is one of the
very good Members of the House Com-
mittee on International Relations, but
I think her amendment suffers from
terminal anemia. It is like slipping
someone an aspirin who has just been
hit by a freight train.

Let us review Saddam Hussein’s pat-
tern of lawlessness. He is employing
the vast wealth of his country and a le-
gion of capable scientists and techni-
cians to develop biological, chemical
and nuclear weapons at the expense of
food and medicine for the women and
children of Iraq. He invades neigh-
boring countries, and continues his
support for some of the world’s most
notorious terrorists and the groups
that support them.

In the mid 1990s, U.N. inspectors un-
earthed detailed drawings for con-
structing a nuclear device. In 1998, the
International Atomic Energy Agency
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began dismantling nuclear weapons fa-
cilities in Iraq, including three ura-
nium enrichment plants. Over the past
decade, he subjected tens of thousands
of political opponents to arbitrary ar-
rest, imprisonment, starvation, mutila-
tion and rape.

On Monday night, President Bush an-
nounced that Saddam possesses a grow-
ing fleet of manned and unmanned aer-
ial vehicles that could be used to dis-
burse his stockpile of chemical and bio-
logical weapons across broad areas.

While Saddam repeatedly violates
the myriad of U.N. Security Council
resolutions passed since 1991, the world
watches, the world waits and the world
does nothing.

So how do supporters of the Lee sub-
stitute propose to respond to Saddam’s
continuing affront to international law
and norms? With conciliation and ne-
gotiation.

For 11 years, the international com-
munity has attempted to do just that.
Weapons inspectors have been banned
from Iraq since 1998. During the 7 years
inspectors were permitted in the coun-
try, their efforts were undermined by
Iraqi coercion and cover-up.

The gentlewoman is certainly correct
that the United States should work to
build an international consensus to fer-
ret out and destroy Saddam’s weapons
of mass destruction. And as we speak,
the Bush administration is engaging
the United Nations to employ arms to
force Saddam to comply with Security
Council resolutions. But in the last
analysis, the security of the United
States cannot be held hostage to a fail-
ure by the United Nations to act be-
cause of a threat of a Security Council
veto by Russia, China or France.

The Lee substitute essentially advo-
cates the futile policies of the previous
decade and fails to recognize the
United States as a sovereign Nation
with an absolute right of self-defense, a
right clearly recognized by Article 51 of
the U.N. Charter.

Without a strongly worded Congres-
sional resolution that gives the Presi-
dent the flexibility he needs, the Iraqi
regime will have no incentive to com-
ply with existing or new U.N. resolu-
tions. Only clear and direct action of
this Congress will send the essential
message to the United Nations that the
current stalemate must end. Only reso-
lute action by this Congress can ensure
the peace that all of us claim as a goal.

The Lee substitute is a well-inten-
tioned but perilous receipt for inaction,
based on wishful thinking, and that is
what makes it so dangerous. We have
had more than a decade of obfuscation
by Saddam Hussein. At what point do
the United States and the inter-
national community say enough?
Enough lies, enough evasions, enough
duplicity, enough fraud, enough decep-
tion. Enough.

I think the time has now come. I
urge a no vote on this amendment.

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

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO).
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Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, this reso-
lution represents neither conciliation
nor negotiation. It is a resolution for

continued containment, deterrence,
that would be bolstered by intrusive,
effective, forced, unfettered inspec-

tions. They worked before. They can
work again. The most dispositive re-
port on how effective those inspections
were came from Tony Blair to the Par-
liament, and Saddam Hussein did not
cooperate. He tried to hide the stuff.
He could not hide it.

These inspections worked. There was
the destruction of 40,000 munitions for
chemical weapons, 2,610 tons of chem-
ical precursors, dismantling of their
prime chemical weapons development
and production complex at at-
Muthanna, the destruction of 48 SCUD-
type missiles, the removal and destruc-
tion of the infrastructure for the nu-
clear weapons program, including the
al-Athir weaponization/testing facility.

Intrusive, unfettered inspections
with our allies will work. This cowboy,
go-it-alone, to-heck-with-our-allies, to-
heck-with-the-rest-of-the-world  prin-
ciple with an attack before we try this
alternative is wrong.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. LINDER).

Mr. LINDER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in opposition to the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia. Let us contemplate for a mo-
ment the ramifications of substituting
this amendment for the underlying
Hastert-Gephardt resolution. If next
February Saddam Hussein limits the
ability of U.N. inspectors to check for
weapons of mass destruction, the Lee
amendment says let’s talk. If next
April Saddam Hussein Kkills several
thousand innocent Iraqi men, women
and children using biological agents,
the Lee amendment says again, let’s
talk. If next June a terrorist attempts
to use a crude nuclear device facili-
tated by Iraq against a major U.S. city,
the Lee amendment says, let’s talk.

Mr. Speaker, the lack of enforcement
contained in this amendment is a bit
like a senior citizen trying to stop a
mugging by suggesting they dance the
polka. Supporters of this amendment
say, let’s support the return of weapons
inspectors to Iraq. We have done that.
They say, let’s go to the U.N. for a so-
lution. We have done that. They say,
let’s engage our allies in this effort. I
say again, we have done that.

Mr. Speaker, what cannot be dis-
puted today is that peace and freedom
are the ends to which we now seek our
means. President Bush has dem-
onstrated the courage to lead and to
draw a line in the sand. Now is the
time for Congress to support his leader-
ship. I am proud to join a broad bipar-
tisan coalition of Members by standing
up to tyranny and oppression and oppo-
sition to freedom by voting no on this
amendment. By rejecting this spurious
amendment we will ensure that Amer-
ica’s promise to uphold the rule of law
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and to protect the peace-loving people
of the world actually has meaning.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. KILPATRICK).

Ms. KILPATRICK. I thank the gen-
tlewoman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
Lee amendment and as a cosponsor of
the amendment. The amendment asks
what the American people want. They
want us to work through the United
Nations, work through that process,
and I want to report and you all know
the United Nations has said yes, we
will work with you, we will go in, we
will have unfettered inspections and we
will work and come back. It is not an
“if” kind of situation, it is an ‘‘is.”
And the ‘‘is” is that the American peo-
ple want the United Nations involved
and they want the inspections to go
forward and at a date determined to
come back and report. Our CIA, our in-
telligence agency, has reported to this
Congress and this Nation that there is
no imminent threat that Saddam Hus-
sein will attack America. He does not
have the capability. Let the U.N. proc-
ess work, and that is what the Lee
amendment asks.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, our
Constitution entrusts to Congress

alone the power to declare war, a power
we should invoke with great care on
evidence of a clear and present danger
to our country.

President Bush has asked Congress to
cede that power to him to be wielded
against Iraq at a time of his choosing,
with or without United Nations sup-
port, in a unilateral, preemptive strike
of his own determination of the level of
threat Iraq poses to our national secu-
rity.

I will not surrender our constitu-
tional authority. I will not vote for the
committee resolution which confers
upon the President fast-track war-
making power. The President should
first win U.N. Security Council ap-
proval of a new, more rigorous round of
arms inspections in Iraq.

If Iraq resists the international in-
spectors and the mandated inspections
fail, the President should then obtain a
Security Council authorization of
force, as was done in 1990, following
which he should ask Congress for ap-
proval to wage war against Iraq. The
resolution offered by the gentlewoman
from California respects the Constitu-
tion and the American people and will
give renewed diplomacy a chance.

The Committee Resolution grants the Presi-
dent a new foreign policy and national security
tool that charts us on a fundamental departure
from historic U.S. foreign policy toward a dan-
gerous precedent of first strike military author-
ity for future Presidents. Once established, this
resolution has enormous global consequences
and will set the standard for other nations to
attack preemptively, without restraint.
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This policy is contrary to our entire national
tradition. The United States did not pursue a
policy of first strike military authority against
the Soviet Union during the Cold War when
the Soviets had nuclear weapons directed at
U.S. cities and military targets. Nor did the
United States strike first against Iraq in 1990—
1991.

For most U.S. citizens, the real threat to the
nation is our deteriorating domestic security:
unemployment, the loss of retirement income,
access to affordable prescription drugs, and
corporate misfeasance and malfeasance that
are eroding workers’ retirement and health
care security.

Our domestic economy is in serious decline.
Congress and the President should, as our top
priority, mobilize investments in infrastructure
and job training to put the unemployed back to
work. We have to mount new strategies to
counter unfairly-traded imports that undermine
our national security through loss of jobs and
income.

Earlier this year, the President made impor-
tant recommendations in this Section 201
Steel Remedy plan. Since then, however, he
has backtracked, granting numerous exemp-
tions to allow significant subsidized steel im-
ports to pour into our nation undermining our
domestic steel and iron ore industries. These
are essential national security issues.

Our national security begins with domestic
security, expressed in a living wage, job secu-
rity, livable communities, investments in edu-
cation, health care, and transportation that will
ensure a better future for our nation.

The Administration’s obsession with Iraq
has deflected our national energies from the
need to shore up domestic security. We must
not allow the pursuit of terrorists at home and
abroad, nor vigilance over the threat from Iraq
divert our attention from critically urgent do-
mestic priorities.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HONDA).

Mr. HONDA. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of the Lee amendment. In effect, the
Lee amendment says that if there are
weapons of mass destruction in Iraaq,
we must work to seek and destroy
these weapons with our allies in the
United Nations.

The amendment further indicates
that we will not provide our stamp of
approval for a unilateral, preemptive
strike unless the administration can
verify an imminent threat to our Na-
tion.

Why should we change our national
policy from being defenders of freedom
and democracy to that of first-strike
aggressors?

This amendment does not prevent
the President from performing his con-
stitutional duties. He is still the com-
mander in chief of this great Nation.
However, it is our constitutional duty
to declare war. We must not delegate
our authority to declare war to the ex-
ecutive branch.

Support the Lee amendment.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
GREEN).
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Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, with due respect to the
authority of this amendment and the
preceding speakers, I really believe
that adopting this amendment would
be worse for America than taking no
action at all. Adopting this amendment
would sanction and legitimize the
shameful gamesmanship that Saddam
Hussein has shown for 11 years. Sad-
dam views diplomacy without force as
his personal game without rules.

We cannot, we dare not ignore his
history.

Remember, the world builds an Oil
for Food program and Saddam Hussein
turns it into a way to rebuild his mili-
tary and to amass personal wealth. The
world builds a no-fly zone to protect in-
nocents from Iraqi aggression. Yet
Iraqi forces have fired on coalition
planes hundreds of times this year
alone.

The world demands and Saddam
agrees to destroy his biological and
chemical weapons. Yet every objective
observer says he still has them and he
is building more.

The world demands and Iraq agrees
to bring in international weapons in-
spectors, but when they arrive, they
are told that thousands of buildings are
off limits. They are delayed, they are
hassled until they go home in frustra-
tion.

Finally, Saddam declares with a
smile that he does not support ter-
rorism. Yet every day, including today,
we learn more and more about the
training, the resources, the protection
that Saddam gives al Qaeda and others.

Mr. Speaker, this amendment, with
its ambiguous references to negotia-
tion and resumption of weapons inspec-
tions, would continue that game. In
fact, it would have this House legiti-
mize that game.

The gentlewoman from California
speaks of the dangers of war, and she is
right. War is very dangerous. But the
last 11 years have shown that giving
Saddam Hussein diplomatic cover to
build weaponry, terrible weaponry, is
even more dangerous.

There is a middle path: diplomacy
with teeth. It is the underlying resolu-
tion that I support. Let us show that
we have learned our lessons. As many
have said here today and yesterday,
and will say later today, the American
people are watching what we do. So is
the world.

Mr. Speaker, I would suggest to you,
s0 is Saddam Hussein. Let us show Sad-
dam Hussein that the games are over.
They will go on no more.

Let us vote against and reject the
Lee amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT).

(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, we
should support the Lee amendment by
giving unfettered, unconditional sup-
port for U.N. inspections for disar-
mament.
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Our government has a history of un-
dermining the United Nations and has
been particularly bad regarding Iraq.
In 1990, we bribed and threatened and
punished the Security Council to force
a vote endorsing our war. We bribed
poor countries with cheap Saudi oil.
We bribed China with diplomatic reha-
bilitation and new development aid.

And we told Yemen, the only Arab
country on the Council, that its vote
against our war would be ‘‘the most ex-
pensive vote you ever cast.”” And then
we punished Yemen, the poorest coun-
try in the Arab world, with a cutoff of
our entire $70 million aid package.

As we try to impose our war again on
a reluctant United Nations, I fear that
the Yemen precedent is being recalled
at the U.N. today. I hope that our
friends and our allies who might be
considering a different approach in the
U.N. will not be intimidated by our
unilateral abuse of this multilateral
institution.

The President can always call us
back, if he is ready. He says he is not
ready. He says war is not imminent. So
why are we giving him such an order?

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD an article from The Guardian
entitled ‘““The U.S. Has Been Seeking to
Prevent a Resolution of the Iraq Crisis
for the Past 8 Years.”

[From the Guardian, Oct. 8, 2002]

THE U.S. HAS BEEN SEEKING TO PREVENT A
RESOLUTION OF THE IRAQ CRISIS FOR THE
PAST EIGHT YEARS

(By George Monbiot)

There is little that those of us who oppose
the coming war with Iraq can now do to pre-
vent it. George Bush has staked his credi-
bility on the project; he has mid-term elec-
tions to consider, oil supplies to secure and
a flagging war on terror to revive. Our voices
are as little heeded in the White House as
the singing of the birds.

Our role is now, perhaps, confined to the
modest but necessary task of demonstrating
the withdrawal of our consent, while seeking
to undermine the moral confidence which
could turn the attack on Iraq into a war
against all those states perceived to offend
US strategic interests. No task is more ur-
gent than to expose the two astonishing lies
contained in George Bush’s radio address on
Saturday, namely that ‘‘the United States
does not desire military conflict, because we
know the awful nature of war’’ and ‘‘we hope
that Iraq complies with the world’s de-
mands’. Mr. Bush appears to have done ev-
erything in his power to prevent Iraq from
complying with the world’s demands, while
ensuring that military conflict becomes in-
evitable.

On July 4 this year, Kofi Annan, the sec-
retary-general of the United Nations, began
negotiating with Iraq over the return of UN
weapons inspectors. Iraq had resisted UN in-
spections for three and a half years, but now
it felt the screw turning, and appeared to be
on the point of capitulation. On July 5, the
Pentagon leaked its war plan to the New
York Times. The US, a Pentagon official re-
vealed, was preparing ‘‘a major air campaign
and land invasion’ to ‘‘topple President Sad-
dam Hussein”’. The talks immediately col-
lapsed.

Ten days ago, they were about to resume.
Hans Blix, the head of the UN inspections
body, was due to meet Iraqi officials in Vi-
enna, to discuss the practicalities of re-en-
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tering the country. The US Airforce
launched bombing raids on Basra, in south-
ern Iraq, destroying a radar system. As the
Russian government pointed out, the attack
could scarcely have been better designed to
scupper the talks. But this time the Iraqis,
mindful of the consequences of excluding he
inspectors, kept talking. Last Tuesday, they
agreed to let the UN back in. The State De-
partment immediately announced, with
more candor than elegance, that it would
‘‘go into thwart mode’’.

It wasn’t bluffing. The following day, it
leaked the draft resolution on inspections it
was placing before the UN Security Council.
This resembles nothing so much as a plan for
unopposed invasion. The decision about
which sites should be ‘‘inspected’” would no
longer be made buy the UN alone, but also
by ‘‘any permanent member of the security
council”’, such as the United States. The peo-
ple inspecting these sites could also be cho-
sen by the US, and they would enjoy ‘‘unre-
stricted rights to free, unrestricted and im-
mediate movement’”’ within Iraq, ‘‘including
unrestricted access to presidential sites’.
They would be permitted to establish ‘‘re-
gional bases and operating bases throughout
Iraq’”’, where they would be ‘‘accompanied
. . . by sufficient U.S. security forces to pro-
tect them”. They would have the right to de-
clare exclusion =zones, no-fly zones and
“‘ground and air transit corridors’. They
would be allowed to fly and land as many
planes, helicopters and surveillance drones
in Iraq as they want, to set up ‘“‘encrypted
communication’” networks and to seize ‘‘any
equipment’’ they choose to lay hands on.

The resolution, in other words, could not
have failed to remind Iraq of the alleged in-
filtration of the U.N. team in 1996. Both the
Iraqi government and the former inspector
Scott Ritter maintain that the weapons in-
spectors were joined that year by CIA covert
operations specialists, who used the U.N.’s
special access to collect information and en-
courage the republican guard to launch a
coup. On Thursday, Britain and the United
States instructed the weapons inspectors not
to enter Iraq until the new resolution has
been adopted.

As Milan Rai’s new book War Plan Iraq
documents, the U.S. has been undermining
disarmament for years. The U.N.’s principal
means of persuasion was paragraph 22 of the
security council’s resolution 687, which
promised that economic sanctions would be
lifted once Iraq ceased to possess weapons of
mass destruction. But in April 1994, Warren
Christopher, the U.S. secretary of state, uni-
laterally withdrew this promise, removing
Iraq’s main incentive to comply. Three years
later his successor, Madeleine Albright, in-
sisted that sanctions would not be lifted
while Saddam remained in power.

The U.S. government maintains that Sad-
dam Hussein expelled the U.N. inspectors
from Iraq in 1998, but this is not true. On Oc-
tober 30, 1998, the U.N. rejected a new U.N.
proposal by again refusing to lift the oil em-
bargo if Iraq disarmed. On the following day,
the Iraqi government announced that it
would cease to cooperate with the inspec-
tors. In fact it permitted them to continue
working, and over the next six weeks they
completed around 300 operations.

On December 14, Richard Butler, the head
of the inspection team, published a curiously
contradictory report. The body of the report
recorded that over the past month ‘‘the ma-
jority of the inspections of facilities and
sites under the ongoing monitoring system
were carried out with Iraq’s cooperation’,
but his well-publicized conclusion was that
‘‘no progress’” has been made. Russia and
China accused Butler of bias. On December
15, the U.S. ambassador to the U.N. warned
him that his team should leave Iraq for its
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own safety. Butler pulled out, and on the fol-
lowing day the U.S. started bombing Iraq.

From that point on, Saddam Hussein re-
fused to allow U.N. inspectors to return. At
the end of last year, Jose Bustani, the head
of the Organization for the Prohibition of
Chemical Weapons, proposed a means of re-
solving the crisis. His organization had not
been involved in the messy business of 1998,
so he offered to send in his own inspectors,
and complete the job the U.N. had almost
finished. The U.S. responded by demanding
Bustani’s dismissal.The other member states
agreed to depose him only after the United
States threatened to destroy the organiza-
tion if he stayed. Now Hans Blinx, the head
of the new U.N. inspectorate, may also be
feeling the heat. On Tuesday he insisted that
he would take his orders only from the secu-
rity council. On Thursday, after an hour-
long meeting with U.S. officials, he agreed
with the Americans that there should be no
inspections until a new resolution had been
approved.

For the past eight years the U.S., with
Britain’s help, appears to have been seeking
to prevent a resolution of the crisis in Iraq.
It is almost as if Iraq has been kept on ice,
as a necessary enemy to be warmed up when-
ever the occasion demands. Today, as the
economy slides and Bin Laden’s latest mock-
ing message suggests that the war on ter-
rorism has so far failed, an enemy which can
be located and bombed is more necessary
than ever. A just war can be pursued only
when all peaceful means have been ex-
hausted. In this case, the peaceful means
have been averted.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. RIVERS).

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this resolution for several
reasons.

First, it retains Congress’ constitu-
tional authority and obligation to pub-
licly act on any commitment of Amer-
ican troops or resources to military ac-
tion. Unlike the other two resolutions
before us, it does not endow the Presi-
dent with powers that do not exist in
the Constitution.

Secondly, it promotes a multilateral
solution to the world’s problems. It re-
pudiates the administration’s recently
announced preemptive doctrine, which
would change the United States from a
worldwide defender of democracy into
a first-strike aggressor on the world
stage.

Lastly and most importantly, it does
not preclude any further action by
Congress, should circumstances
change, despite the hand-wringing that
has gone on about our inability to deal
with future instances.

Of course, the President is free to
come back and ask the Congress for ac-
tion. This is best of the three resolu-
tions before us, and I hope my col-
leagues will support it.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT).

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the Lee
amendment and encourage my col-
leagues to support the amendment.

I have been very disappointed with a
number of my colleagues who have sug-
gested to me that the Lee amendment
is not viable. I submit to them that
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they must not have read what the Lee
amendment says.

It simply says that we resolve that
the United States should work through
the United Nations to seek to resolve
the matter of ensuring that Iraq is not
developing weapons of mass destruc-
tion through mechanisms such as the
resumption of weapons inspections, ne-
gotiation, inquiry, mediation, regional
arrangements and other peaceful
means.

This is a peace resolution, a desire to
do everything that is reasonably pos-
sible through peaceful means before we
resort to what is really an unviable op-
tion, and that unviable option is war.

I encourage my colleagues to support
the amendment to this resolution.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, let me thank the distin-
guished gentlewoman from California
for yielding time and express the rea-
son that I come to this floor because it
is with a heavy heart. I remind my col-
leagues, as I know all of them are very
conscious of, it is a question of life and
death. That is why I rise to support the
Lee amendment, because I believe it
does not preclude the constitutional
duties that this Congress has, and that
is the singular duty to declare war.

Might I note in her amendment that
she specifically notes that Iraq is not
in compliance with the United Nations
Security Council resolution. She ac-
knowledges that the additional United
Nations resolutions on inspections,
that they are in noncompliance and
that they violate international law.
Iraq cease-fire obligations potentially
endanger the United States and re-
gional security interests.

We know the dangers of Iraq. But
what we also say to this body is that
the President of the United States has
every authority to be able to protect
the United States upon the basis of im-
minent danger, of immediate danger.
But what the President does not have,
what we are seeking to do is to give
him authority for a first strike without
the constitutional obligation of Con-
gress to declare war. I rise to support
the Lee amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Lee amendment because
it recognizes that in this time of crisis
we have the opportunity to pursue a
new vision for the world. This vision
affirms the character of our Nation and
refutes mistaken attempts to use vio-
lence to bring about peace. We have
been down that road before. It is time
to choose a new way. My constituents
understand this. They are overwhelm-
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ingly opposed to the war. In fact, they
wish I had more than one vote today.

A woman from Santa Rosa wrote to a
local paper asking, and I quote, what
would war with Iraq accomplish? U.S.
aggression would only create more
homeless and victimized refugees, more
hatred of the United States by the rest
of the world, and the death of our sons
and daughters in the military. She con-
tinues: Violence only creates more vio-
lence. The United States is the great-
est, the most powerful country in the
world. We have the opportunity to be
leaders of peace.

Mr. Speaker, that is why I support
the Lee resolution and oppose author-
izing force in Iraq.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tlewoman from California is a woman
of courage, a woman of peace. We
thank her for her leadership.

I heard the gentleman from Illinois,
the chairman, earlier worry about our
status as a sovereign Nation if this mo-
tion passes. This is a motion which
makes our sovereign Nation safer. In
the 21st century, the wars against ter-
rorism, those wars require and will re-
quire international cooperation. We
cannot go it alone in the 21st century.
We cannot go it alone in a war against
terrorism. We must have the world
community with us.

We will be less safe if we do not pass
this resolution. America will be less
safe if we pass the resolution that the
President wants. We dilute our war
against terrorism, we increase the pos-
sibility of terrorists getting weapons of
mass destruction. The al Qaeda I would
think would be cheering the passage of
the underlying resolution because the
instability of the area, for example, in
Pakistan would more likely give them
a nuclear weapon. Let us work with the
international community. Let us work
with the United Nations. Let us follow
the path of peace. Let us support the
Lee amendment.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS), the dis-
tinguished ranking member of the
Committee on International Relations.

Mr. LANTOS. I want to thank my
friend, chairman of the committee, for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I first want to commend
my friend and colleague from Cali-
fornia for her active and valuable con-
tribution to the work of the Committee
on International Relations and to the
work of this House. I appreciate the
views of my colleague from California
and I share her view that we must ex-
haust all diplomatic and peaceful
means for disarming Saddam Hussein,
and we all agree that war can be only
our very last resort. Indeed, Mr. Speak-
er, the joint resolution before us sup-
ports the diplomatic process at the
United Nations and it requires the
President to exhaust all peaceful
means before resorting to war. Our dis-

October 10, 2002

tinguished Secretary of State, Colin
Powell, is working nonstop at the
United Nations to move towards a
peaceful and diplomatic resolution of
this crisis, and I fully support Sec-
retary Powell’s efforts.

However, Mr. Speaker, I strongly be-
lieve that our diplomacy will achieve
its purpose only if the Iraqi regime
knows that a sword of Damocles hangs
over its head. Our joint bipartisan reso-
lution represents that statement of re-
solve.

I am also concerned that my friend’s
amendment disregards the very serious
threat posed by Iraqi sponsorship of
international terrorism, clearly a seri-
ous danger to the security and safety
of the United States.

I am convinced, Mr. Speaker, that
the bipartisan and bicameral agree-
ment reached with the White House is
approaching a final decision in both
the House and the Senate. Our chances
of obtaining the support of friends and
allies will be dramatically increased by
our show of decisiveness and unity in
this House. This is not the time to un-
ravel an agreement that is on the verge
of ratification. It is for these and many
other reasons that I regretfully and re-
spectfully oppose the gentlewoman’s
amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK).

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

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I am proud
to rise in support of the resolution, the
amendment by my distinguished col-
league and neighbor, the gentlewoman
from California. The reason we should
support her amendment is very simple.
There is absolutely no evidence that
any thinking person could give that
says we are in any danger from Saddam
Hussein today. You are in more danger
from the snipers running around in
Prince Georges County that we cannot
find.

If you vote against the Lee sub-
stitute, you are automatically sen-
tencing, some of you old men who have
never been in service or never worn a
uniform like the last speaker, thou-
sands of Americans to sure death. You
know that the President wants blood.
He wants to go to war. That is why we
are going through this. And so you are
giving an inexperienced, desperate
young man in the White House the exe-
cution lever to kill thousands of Amer-
icans. Some of you did that and you
could look at the 50,000 names on the
wall down on the Mall. And is Vietnam
still in business? The last time I
looked. Don’t do it again. Support the
Lee amendment.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 3% minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON).

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time and wanted to say there is a
curious suggestion here that the people
in the U.N. care more about American
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citizens than their own representa-
tives. That seems to be a theme that I
am hearing over and over again. Yet,
Mr. Speaker, as we debate this, there is
also a second suggestion, that this res-
olution today, well thought of, well de-
bated not just during the course of the
summer and the previous months but
in fact going back to 1990, that this is
something new, that suddenly we have
decided that Iraq is a problem.

Mr. Speaker, the Congressional ac-
tion on Iraq goes back to 1990, to the
101st Congress, the 102nd Congress,
103rd, 104th, 105th, 106th and now 107th,
and there are resolutions after resolu-
tions of instruction, of threat, of de-
mands against Iraq and the people be-
cause of the repression they had. That
is just the United States Congress, Mr.
Speaker. Then let us go to the U.N.
itself.

Keep in mind America is a sovereign
Nation. Unlike the supporters of this
amendment, I do not believe that we
need to have the U.N.’s permission to
defend our own national interests.
That is what nations do. We cannot get
mad at Germany or France if they do
not stand up for something that is not
in their national interest. But I do not
think the U.N. should interfere with
something that is in our national in-
terest, because this attack, this ter-
rorist attack that we are suffering
from, 9-11, happened in the TUnited
States of America.

But, Mr. Speaker, let us also think
about Kosovo. This Congress agreed for
President Clinton to bomb Kosovo be-
cause of repression of the Muslim popu-
lation by the largely Christian popu-
lation, and we in America sided with
the Muslims. And President Clinton, I
do not know how the supporters of this
amendment voted on that, but he did
not sit around and say, ‘“I’d like to
take some action in Kosovo. Gee whiz,
what would the U.N. say?” I did not
hear that cry and hue from the sup-
porters of this amendment at that
time. But if we were to go to the U.N.,
going back to U.N. Resolution 660, vio-
lated; U.N. Resolution 678 on November
1990; Resolution 686 in March 1991; Res-
olution 687, April 1991; Resolution 688,
April 1991; Resolution 707, August 15,
1991; October 11, 1991, Resolution 715.

Mr. Speaker, the list goes on and on
and on. I would like to submit these for
the RECORD. But the reality is that the
U.N. has been calling for Iraq to act
and to comply and to discontinue cer-
tain activities which they have fla-
grantly ignored. It is not time to go
back to the U.N. for one more resolu-
tion. If the U.N. was going to act, they
would have done it. They have had
countless opportunities since 1991.

Mr. Speaker, we have not had weap-
ons inspectors in Iraq since 1998. The
minimum agreement here between the
hawks and the doves, if you will, is
that Iraq has chemical and biological
weapons and is near nuclear capability.
The minimum agreement is they are
anti-American, they are dangerous,
they are a barbaric regime. The min-
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imum agreement, they have violated 16
U.N. resolutions.

Mr. Speaker, the time to act is now,
not waiting on the U.N.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
material for the RECORD:

[From the Congressional Research Service,

Oct. 1, 2002]
CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON IRAQ 1990-2002: A
COMPILATION OF LEGISLATION
(By Jeremy M. Sharp)

SUMMARY

This report is a compilation of legislation
on Iraq from 1990 to the present. The list is
composed of resolutions and public laws re-
lating to military action and/or diplomatic
pressure to be taken against Iraq. The list
does not include foreign aid appropriations
bills passed since FY 1994 that deny U.S.
funds to any nation in violation of the
United Nations sanctions regime against
Iraq. Also, measures that were not passed
only in either the House or the Senate are
not included (with the exception of the pro-
posals in the 107th Congress). For a more in-
depth analysis of U.S. action against Iraq,
see CRS Issue Brief IB92117, Iraq, Compli-
ance, Sanctions and U.S. Policy. This report
will be updated as developments unfold.

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON IRAQ 1990-2002
101st Congress
House

H. Con. Res. 382: Expressed the sense of the
Congress that the crisis created by Iraq’s in-
vasion and occupation of Kuwait must be ad-
dressed and resolved on its own terms sepa-
rately from other conflicts in the region.
Passed in the House: October 23, 1990.

H. J. Res. 658: Supported the actions taken
by the President with respect to Iraqi ag-
gression against Kuwait and confirmed
United States resolve. Passed in the House:
October 1, 1990.

Senate

S. Res. 318: Commended the President for
his actions taken against Iraq and called for
the withdrawal of Iraqi forces from Kuwait,
the freezing of Iraqi assets, the cessation of
all arms shipments to Iraq, and the imposi-
tion of sanctions against Iraq. Passed in the
Senate: August 2, 1990.

Public Laws

P.L. 101-509: (H.R. 5241). Treasury, Postal
Service, and General Government Appropria-
tions Act FY 1991 (Section 630). Urged the
President to ensure that coalition allies were
sharing the burden of collective defense and
contributing financially to the war effort.
Became public law: November 5, 1990.

P.L. 101-510: (H.R. 4739). Defense Authoriza-
tion Act FY 1991 (Section 1458). Empowered
the President to prohibit any and all prod-
ucts of a foreign nation which has violated
the economic sanctions against Iraq. Became
public law: November 5, 1990.

P.L. 101-513: (H.R. 5114). The Iraq Sanctions
Act of 1990 (Section 586). Imposed a trade em-
bargo on Iraq and called for the imposition
and enforcement of multilateral sanctions in
accordance with United Nations Security
Council Resolutions. Became public law: No-
vember 5, 1990.

P.L. 101-515: (H.R. 5021). Department of
Commerce, Justice, and State Appropria-
tions Act FY 1991 (Section 608 a & b). Re-
stricted the use of funds to approve the li-
censing for export of any supercomputer to
any country whose government is assisting
Iraq develop its ballistic missile program, or
chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons
capability. Became public law: November 5,
1990.

102nd Congress
Public Laws

P.L. 102-1: (H.J. Res. 77). Authorization for

Use of Military Force Against Iraq Resolu-
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tion. Gave Congressional authorization to
expel Iraq from Kuwait in accordance with
United Nations Security Council Resolution
678, which called for the implementation of
eleven previous Security Council Resolu-
tions. Became public law: January 12, 1991.

P.L. 102-138: (H.R. 1415). The Foreign Rela-
tions Authorization Act for FY 1992 (Section
301). Stated that the President should pro-
pose to the Security Council that members
of the Iraqi regime be put on trial for war
crimes. Became public law: October 28, 1991.

P.L. 102-190: (H.R. 2100). Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for FY1992 (Section 1095). Supported
the use of ‘‘all necessary means to achieve
the goals of United Nations Security Council
Resolution 687 as being consistent with the
Authorization for Use of Military Force
Against Iraq Resolution (P.L. 102-1).” Be-
came public law: December 5, 1991.

103rd Congress
Public Laws

P.L. 103-160: (H.R. 2401). Defense Authoriza-
tion Act F'Y 1994 (Section 1164). Denied defec-
tors of the Iraqi military entry into the
United States unless those persons had as-
sisted U.S. or coalition forces and had not
committed any war crimes. Became public
law: November 30, 1993.

P.L. 103-236: (H.R. 2333). Foreign Relations
Authorization Act FY 1994, 1995 (Section 507).
Expressed the sense of Congress that the
United States should continue to advocate
the maintenance of Iraq’s territorial integ-
rity and the transition to a unified, demo-
cratic Iraq. Became public law: April 30, 1994.

104th Congress
House

H. Res. 120: Urged the President to take
““all appropriate action’ to secure the re-
lease and safe exit from Iraq of American
citizens William Barloon and David
Daliberti, who had mistakenly crossed Iraq’s
border and were detained. Passed in the
House: April 3, 1995.

Senate

S. Res. 288: Commended the military ac-
tion taken by the United States following
U.S. air strikes in northern Iraq against
Iraqi radar and air defense installations.
This action was taken during the brief Kurd-
ish civil war in 1996. Passed in the Senate:
September 5, 1996.

105th Congress
House

H. Res. 322: Supported the pursuit of peace-
ful and diplomatic efforts in seeking Iraqi
compliance with United Nations Security
Council Resolutions regarding the destruc-
tion of Iraq’s capability to deliver and
produce weapons of mass destruction. How-
ever, if such efforts fail, ‘“‘multilateral mili-
tary action or unilateral military action
should be taken.” Passed in the House: No-
vember 13, 1997.

H. Res. 612: Reaffirmed that it should be
the policy of the United States to support ef-
forts to remove the regime of Saddam Hus-
sein in Iraq and to promote the emergence of
a democratic government to replace that re-
gime. Passed in the House: December 17, 1998.

H. Con. Res. 137: Expressed concern for the
urgent need of a criminal tribunal to try
members of the Iraqi regime for war crimes.
Passed in the House: January 27, 1998.

Senate

S. Con. Res. 78: Called for the indictment
of Saddam Hussein for war crimes. Passed in
the Senate: March 13, 1998.

Public Laws

P.L. 105-174: (H.R. 3579). 1998 Supplemental
Appropriations and Rescissions Act (Section
17). Expressed the sense of Congress that
none of the funds appropriated or otherwise
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made available by this act be used for the
conduct of offensive operations by the
United States Armed Forces against Iraq for
the purpose of enforcing compliance with
United Nations Security Council Resolu-
tions, unless such operations are specifically
authorized by a law enacted after the date of
the enactment of this act. Became public
law: May 1, 1998.

P.L. 105-235: (S.J. Res. 54). Iraqi Breach of
International Obligations. Declared that by
evicting weapons inspectors, Iraq was in
“material breach’ of its cease-fire agree-
ment. Urged the President to take ‘‘appro-
priate action in accordance with the Con-
stitution and relevant laws of the United
States, to bring Iraq into compliance with
its international obligations.”” Became pub-
lic law: August 14, 1998.

P.L. 105-338 (H.R. 4655): Iraq Liberation Act
of 1988 (Section 586). Declared that it should
be the policy of the United States to ‘‘sup-
port efforts’ to remove Saddam Hussein
from power in Iraq and replace him with a
democratic government. Authorized the
President to provide the Iraqi democratic op-
position with assistance for radio and tele-
vision broadcasting, defense articles and
military training, and humanitarian assist-
ance. Became public law: October 31, 1998.

107th Congress
House

H.J. Res. 75: Stated that Iraq’s refusal to
allow weapons inspectors was a material
breach of its international obligations and
constituted ‘‘a mounting threat to the
United States, its friends and allies, and
international peace and security.” Passed in
the House: December 20, 2001.

Senate

S. 1170 (H.R. 4): Would prohibit the direct
or indirect importation of Iraqi-origin petro-
leum into the United States, notwith-
standing action by the Committee estab-
lished by United Nations Security Council
Resolution 661 authorizing the export of pe-
troleum products from Iraq in exchange for
humanitarian assistance. Last major action:
July 12, 2001 (Referred to Senate Committee
on Finance).

S. Con. Res. 133: Expresses the sense of
Congress that ‘‘the United States should not
use force against Iraq, outside of the existing
rules of engagement, without specific statu-
tory authorization or a declaration of war
under Article I, Section 8, Clause 11 of the
Constitution of the United States.” Last
major action: July 30, 2002 (Referred to Sen-
ate Committee on Foreign Relations).

S.J. Res. 41: Calls for the ‘‘consideration
and vote on a resolution for the use of force
of the United States against Iraq before such
force is deployed.” Last major action: July
18, 2002 (Referred to Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations).

UNSCR 678—NOVEMBER 29, 1990—VIOLATED!

Iraq must comply fully with UNSCR 660
(regarding Iraq’s illegal invasion of Kuwait)
“and all subsequent relevant resolutions.”

Authorizes UN Member States ‘‘to use all
necessary means to uphold and implement
resolution 660 and all subsequent relevant
resolutions and to restore international
peace and security in the area.”

UNSCR 686—MARCH 3, 1991—VIOLATED!

Iraq must release prisoners detained dur-
ing the Gulf War.

Iraq must return Kuwaiti property seized
during the Gulf War.

Iraq must accept liability under inter-
national law for damages from its illegal in-
vasion of Kuwait.

UNSCR 687—APRIL 3, 1991—VIOLATED!

Iraq must ‘‘unconditionally accept’ the de-
struction, removal or rendering harmless
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“‘under international supervision’” of all
‘‘chemical and biological weapons and all
stocks of agents and all related subsystems
and components and all research, develop-
ment, support and manufacturing facilities.”’

Iraq must ‘‘unconditionally agree not ac-
quire or develop nuclear weapons or nuclear-
weapons-usable material’”’ or any research,
development or manufacturing facilities.

Iraq must ‘“‘unconditionally accept’ the de-
struction, removal or rendering harmless
“‘under international supervision” of all
‘‘ballistic missiles with a range greater than
150 KM and related major parts and repair
and production facilities.”

Iraqg must not ‘‘use, develop, construct or
acquire’” any weapons of mass destruction.

Iraq must reaffirm its obligations under
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Creates the United Nations Special Com-
mission (UNSCOM) to verify the elimination
of Iraq’s chemical and biological weapons
programs and mandated that the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
verify elimination of Iraq’s nuclear weapons
program.

Iraq must declare fully its weapons of mass
destruction programs.

Iraq must not commit or support ter-
rorism, or allow terrorist organizations to
operate in Iraq.

Iraq must cooperate in accounting for the
missing and dead Kuwaitis and others.

Iraq must return Kuwaiti property seized
during the Gulf War.

UNSCR 688—APRIL 5, 1991—VIOLATED!

‘“Condemns’ repression of Iraqi civilian
population, ‘‘the consequences of which
threaten international peace and security.”

Iraq must immediately end repression of
its civilian population.

Iraq must allow immediate access to inter-
national humanitarian organizations to
those in need of assistance.

UNSCR 707—AUGUST 15, 1991—VIOLATED!

‘“Condemns’ Iraq’s ‘‘serious violation’ of
UNSCR 687.

“Further condemns’ Iraq’s noncompliance
with TAEA and its obligations under the Nu-
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Iraq must halt nuclear activities of all
kinds until the Security Council deems Iraq
in full compliance.

Iraq must make a full, final and complete
disclosure of all aspects of its weapons of
mass destruction and missile programs.

Iraq must allow UN and TAEA inspectors
immediate, unconditional and unrestricted
access.

Iraq must cease attempts to conceal or
move weapons of mass destruction, and re-
lated materials and facilities.

Iraq must allow U.N. and TAEA inspectors
to conduct inspection flights throughout
Iraq.

Iraq must provide transportation, medical
and logistical support for U.N. and IAEA in-
spectors.

UNSCR 715—O0CTOBER 11, 1991—VIOLATED!

Iraq must cooperate fully with U.N. and
TAEA inspectors.

UNSCR 949—O0CTOBER 15, 1994—VIOLATED!

‘““Condemns’ Iraq’s recent military deploy-
ments toward Kuwait.

Iraq must not utilize its military or other
forces in a hostile manner to threaten its
neighbors or U.N. operations in Iraq.

Iraq must cooperate fully with U.N. weap-
ons inspectors.

Iraq must not enhance its military capa-
bility in southern Iraq.

UNSCR 1051—MARCH 27, 1996—VIOLATED!

Iraq must report shipments of dual-use
items related to weapons of mass destruction
to the U.N. and IAEA.
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Iraq must cooperate fully with U.N. and
IAEA inspectors and allow immediate, un-
conditional and unrestricted access.

UNSCR 1060—JUNE 12, 1996—VIOLATED!

“Deplores’ Iraq’s refusal to allow access to
U.N. inspectors and Iraq’s ‘‘clear violations”
of previous U.N. resolutions.

Iraq must cooperate fully with U.N. weap-
ons inspectors and allow immediate, uncon-
ditional and unrestricted access.

UNSCR 1115—JUNE 21, 1997—VIOLATED!

““Condemns repeated refusal of Iraqi au-
thorities to allow access’ to U.N. inspectors,
which constitutes a ‘‘clear and flagrant vio-
lation” of UNSCR 687, 707, 715, and 1060.

Iraq must cooperate fully with U.N. weap-
ons inspectors and allow immediate, uncon-
ditional and unrestricted access.

Iraq must give immediate, unconditional
and unrestricted access to Iraqi officials
whom U.N. inspectors want to interview.

UNSCR 1134—O0CTOBER 23, 1997—VIOLATED!

‘““Condemns repeated refusal of Iraqi au-
thorities to allow access’ to U.N. inspectors,
which constitutes a ‘‘flagrant violation’ of
UNSCR 687, 707, 715, and 1060.

Iraq must cooperate fully with U.N. weap-
ons inspectors and allow immediate, uncon-
ditional and unrestricted access.

Iraq must give immediate, unconditional
and unrestricted access to Iraqi officials
whom U.N. inspectors want to interview.

UNSCR 1137—NOVEMBER 12, 1997—VIOLATED!

“Condemns the continued violations by
Iraq’ of previous U.N. resolutions, including
its ‘““implicit threat to the safety of’’ aircraft
operated by U.N. inspectors and its tam-
pering with U.N. inspector monitoring equip-
ment.

Reaffirms Iraq’s responsibility to ensure
the safety of U.N. inspectors.

Iraq must cooperate fully with U.N. weap-
ons inspectors and allow immediate, uncon-
ditional and unrestricted access.

UNSCR 1154—MARCH 2, 1998—VIOLATED!

Iraq must cooperate fully with U.N. and
IAEA weapons inspectors and allow imme-
diate, unconditional and unrestricted access,
and notes that any violation would have the
‘“‘severest consequences for Iraq.”’

UNSCR 1194—SEPTEMBER 9, 1998—VIOLATED!

“Condemns the decision by Iraq of 5 Au-
gust 1998 to suspend cooperation with” U.N.
and IAEA inspectors, which constitutes ‘‘a
totally unacceptable contravention” of its
obligations under UNSCR 687, 707, 715, 1060,
1115, and 1154.

Iraq must cooperate fully with U.N. and
IAEA weapons inspectors, and allow imme-
diate, unconditional and unrestricted access.

UNSCR 1205—NOVEMBER 5, 1998—VIOLATED!

““Condemns the decision by Iraq of 31 Octo-
ber 1998 to cease cooperation’ with U.N. in-
spectors as ‘‘a flagrant violation’ of UNSCR
687 and other resolutions.

Iraq must provide ‘“‘immediate, complete
and unconditional cooperation’” with U.N.
and IAEA inspectors.

UNSCR 1284—DECEMBER 17, 1999—VIOLATED!

Created the United Nations Monitoring,
Verification and Inspections Commission
(UNMOVIC) to replace previous weapon in-
spection team (UNSCOM).

Iraq must allow UNMOVIC ‘‘immediate,
unconditional and unrestricted access’” to
Iraqi officials and facilities.

Iraq must fulfill its commitment to return
Gulf War prisoners.

Calls on Iraq to distribute humanitarian
goods and medical supplies to its people and
address the needs of vulnerable Iraqis with-
out discrimination.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE).
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(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, give the
United Nations inspectors a chance.
That is what the Lee amendment asks.

What does it do? It sets out the po-
tential threat posed by Iraq. She says
that there are dangers and that we
must eliminate these weapons of mass
destruction. But it gives the United
Nations inspectors a process to go
through diplomatically. It rejects the
idea, though, of a unilateral, preemp-
tive first strike in the absence of a
verified imminent threat to the United
States.

What it does not do, it does not limit
the President’s authority if we are in
danger of a verified, imminent threat.
It does not preclude pursuing other
paths such as those proposed by the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT).

Let us make it clear, the Lee amend-
ment simply says, let us push for
peace, let us destroy those weapons of
mass destruction if they are there; and
we think they are, but let us give di-
plomacy a chance. Let us not be pre-
emptive. Let us not use first strike.
Let us try to see if, with our power, we
can have peace through power.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON).

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

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the amendment
being offered by the gentlewoman from
California entitled The Alternative to
War. It could not be more aptly named.
It seeks to commit the United States
to fully engaging the diplomatic proc-
esses and to work multilaterally
through the United Nations to achieve
unfettered inspections of Iraq’s chem-
ical, biological and nuclear weapons
capabilities, disarm and, indeed, dis-
mantle.

There is no one in this Chamber who
does not believe that the world would
be better off without Saddam Hussein.
But the President has not made a con-
vincing case that the Hussein regime in
Iraq indeed poses an immediate threat.
In fact, our own intelligence experts
tell us that the most likely threat of
the use of such weapons of mass de-
struction by Iraq would occur if the
United States invaded Iraq.

What that suggests is that we should
not be authorizing the President to act
unilaterally, sending our brave young
men and women into harm’s way. In-
deed, the President has most recently
said that war should be the last resort.

This amendment certainly puts peace
first and puts war as a last resort. Sup-
port this amendment to the resolution.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. Cox).

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, it will reward
us to read the resolution we are being

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

asked to vote upon. It is self-refuting.
This resolution would have this Con-
gress find that Iraq and Saddam Hus-
sein unconditionally accepted U.N. Se-
curity Council Resolution 687, their ob-
ligation to destroy their chemical and
biological weapons. That was uncondi-
tional.

The resolution has us find that Iraq
unconditionally accepted its obligation
not to proceed with the development of
nuclear weapons. The resolution has us
find that Iraq agreed to immediate and
unconditional inspections.

The resolution goes on to have us
find that Iraq has failed to comply with
these obligations over a period of more
than a decade. The resolution has us
find that Iraq obstructed the inspectors
and ultimately expelled them in 1998.

Finally, the resolution has us find
that this noncompliance with the
United Nations Security Council reso-
lutions, including specifically Resolu-
tion 687, quote, ‘‘endangers U.S. secu-
rity.”

That is the preamble in this resolu-
tion. That is the predicate. Then what
would the resolution have us do? Pass
yet one more U.N. resolution which, by
its terms, lacks enforcement. Only a
U.N. resolution that lacks enforcement
would be acceptable if we were to pass
the resolution that is before us.

What have we learned in 11 years?
Surely, without at least the threat of
military force, we will get exactly the
same result that we have had 16 times
in a row. There is a cost, indeed a much
heavier cost of doing nothing, of tem-
porizing, of adding a 17th, toothless
U.N. resolution to the 16 that Saddam
Hussein has already violated.

And to the charge that what we are
doing is unilateral, we must say, we
have already earned the cooperation of
Britain, Turkey, Canada, Poland, Ro-
mania, Israel, Bulgaria, Australia,
Singapore, Japan and others. If we vote
to deny the President of the United
States the backing of this Congress at
this moment and think that then he
can win the support of other nations,
we are delusional.

All of us must surely hope that the
United Nations passes its next resolu-
tion, that Saddam Hussein will, this
time, finally see reason and disarm.
But as the proverb says, He who lives
only by hope will die in despair.

My colleagues, let us unite hope with
reason and practicality and a willing-
ness to act. Let us defeat this resolu-
tion.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. JACKSON).

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

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of the Lee amend-
ment.

What is our goal? Our goal is to end
the threat of Iraq’s weapons of mass
destruction through comprehensive
and unfettered inspections and disable
their ability to develop or deliver
them.
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How do we get there? Until the Lee
amendment, most suggested, with a
military stick. I think a carrot is more
likely to succeed.

What carrot? The carrot of lifting
economic sanctions on Iraq in ex-
change for comprehensive and unfet-
tered inspections. Offering to lift eco-
nomic sanctions in exchange for unfet-
tered inspections will rally support
within Iraq and among our allies.

This positive incentive to get Iraq to
comply has not and is currently not
being offered by the Congress of the
United States. But until we make this
overture and change our policy of only
lifting economic sanctions after a re-
gime change, we will not have ex-
hausted all peaceful means and alter-
natives to force.

Give peace a chance, Mr. Speaker.
Nonviolence, negotiations and inspec-
tions deserve a chance. Lift economic
sanctions on the people of Iraq in ex-
change for unfettered inspections in
Iraq. It will gain support within Iraq
and amongst our allies.

I thank the gentlewoman for offering
the amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 sec-
onds to the gentlewoman from the Vir-
gin Islands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN).

(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the Lee amendment
which would give the U.N. inspections
process and multilateral diplomacy
time and opportunity to work.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, the reso-
lution before the House without the
Lee amendment takes this country and
the world on a dangerous and poten-
tially tragic course.

It is so, first of all, because the reso-
lution violates our own Constitution
because it devolves war-making au-
thority from the Congress to the execu-
tive branch. It also puts us in violation
of our commitments to the United Na-
tions.

But fundamentally it puts us on a
dangerous and potentially tragic
course because if we follow the resolu-
tion, if that resolution is prosecuted by
the administration and attacks Iraq
unilaterally, that action will galvanize
the most fundamental, radical ele-
ments of Islam.

It strengthens Wahhabism and it will
bring to their cause tens of thousands
of new recruits who are prepared to
wage war against this country in the
way it was waged on September 11 of
last year. That will be the end result of
the passage and prosecution of the res-
olution, absent the Lee amendment.

We must pass this amendment.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON).

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)
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Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in opposition to this
amendment. I rise as an educator, a
teacher who for 7 years spent my time
in the schools of Pennsylvania, some-
one who desperately does not want to
see war occur.

But I also understand, Mr. Speaker,
that contrary to what we are hearing
on the other side, there are times when
you have to stand up and you have to
be bold and you have to lay down a
marker.

The reason I ran for public office in
the first place was that my hometown
of 5,000 people had become over-
whelmed by the Pagans motorcycle
gang. Sixty-five of them lived in my
neighborhood; all of their drug dealing
was controlled from my town. If I lis-
tened to the other side, maybe to solve
the problem, I should have got them all
in a circle, held hands and we should
have sang Kum Bay Yah. The problem
is, the Pagans do not want to sing Kum
Bay Yah. The Pagans do not deal in re-
ality. The Pagans were only concerned
with harming people and selling their
drugs.
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Saddam Hussein is a pagan. Saddam
Hussein does not want to deal in real-
istic terms. We need to give the Presi-
dent the authority to rally the world
opinion and the U.N. to follow through
on not just the inspections but on dis-
arming weapons of mass destruction.

I would say to my colleagues on the
other side where were they during the
1990s when 37 times, 37 times, we had
evidence of technology being trans-
ferred from Russia and China to Iraq
and Iran? Where were they when the
administration then only imposed
sanctions four times? Where were they
when nine times we saw chemical and
biological technology being transferred
into Iraq and Iran and we sat on our
hands? Where were they?

Where were they in 1995 when we
caught these going from Russia to
Iraq? These are guidance systems for
missiles, a violation of the NTCR. Be-
cause Clinton did not want to embar-
rass Yeltsin we never imposed the re-
quired sanctions.

Mr. Speaker, this did not just hap-
pen. This technology has been flowing
for years. Now we have Saddam
equipped with chemical and biological
and potentially nuclear capability. He
has missiles which he has now en-
hanced, the same missile that sent 28
young Americans home in body bags in
1991.

Mr. Speaker, everyone wants peace.
No one wants war, but there are times
where we have to stand up and we have
to lay down a marker and back it up
with force just as I had to do as a
teacher when I ran for mayor and be-
came mayor of my hometown. The pa-
gans did not want to listen to reason.
The pagans did not want to respond to
what was in the best interests of the
citizens. If I had listened to the other
side, somehow I would come together
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and somehow convince them to change
their ways, and that did not happen.
We fought them with force and we won,
and today my hometown is prospering
because the pagans no longer have
their residence there.

We have to stand together and show
the world with the support of this
President that we will stand up to the
aggression of Saddam, we will stand up
to his use of chemical agents on his
people, we will stand up to his poten-
tial use of biological weapons, and we
will lay the foundation for a more
peaceful world where the Iraqi people
can enjoy the benefits of a new govern-
ment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS).

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, this alter-
native offers a nonviolent and diplo-
matic way to wage the peace. We
should be serious about this process of
waging the peace with U.N. inspec-
tions. We should not take a bargain
basement approach to U.N. inspections.
We are willing to talk casually about
spending billions of dollars for war. Let
us spend what we need to have these
U.N. inspections be credible.

I refer my colleagues to Nightline of
last night, Wednesday, October 9,
where the inspection process was pre-
sented in a way which ridiculed it and
showed that a handful of inspectors,
scientists and college professors were
bullied and harassed and we sent the
wrong signal to Saddam Hussein about
inspections. Let us have inspections,
let us pursue the diplomatic and the
nonviolent alternative with the same
vigor and seriousness that we will pur-
sue a violent alternative.

Let us have full administrative sup-
port, full logistical support, transpor-
tation, everything the inspectors need
to go in and conduct large numbers of
inspections all over Iraq at the same
time and have a chain of command
that goes right to the Security Coun-
cil.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. JONES).

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
first of all, I want to compliment the
gentlewoman from California for all of
her leadership on this issue.

One of the prior speakers asked
where we were in 1991 and pulled out
all these examples of what war was all
about. I do not know where he was in
1991, but in 1991 I was back being a
prosecutor in Cuyahoga County, but
had I been here I would have said let us
push and continue to push to reach a
resolution and a peaceful resolution.

I am not going to down anybody for
their religion. I happen to be Baptist. I
happen to be a Protestant, but what-
ever it is people are we all are a part of
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this world, and in this United States
we talk about freedom of religion and
our entitlement to be whoever we are,
but all of us want peace, and if we are
the big bully, if we are the big dog on
the street, then we can afford to be the
big dog and sit back and say come on
to the table, let us use all of our re-
sources.

I question whether or not the United
States has, in fact, in many instances,
put all of its power to the U.N. to allow
the U.N. to be as strong as it should be.
Support the Lee amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank my friend from California for
yielding me the time.

For 40 years our policy was to con-
tain and deter Joseph Stalin and the
Soviets, to detain and deter Fidel Cas-
tro and the Cubans, to detain and deter
and restrain Communist aggression by
the Chinese, always without invasion.
We were able to detain and deter the
Soviets and the Chinese and the Com-
munists in Cuba without invasion, but
if we go first strike into Iraq the mes-
sage to the world and to Putin is he
can go into Georgia and chase down the
Chechnyan rebels and the message to
China is they can go into Taiwan and
they can come down harder on Tibet
and the message to the Pakistanis and
the Indians is they can go into Kash-
mir, maybe even with their nuclear
weapons.

Mr. President, go slow. Mr. Presi-
dent, we need aggressive, unfettered in-
spections in Iraq, complete, thorough,
aggressive, unfettered inspections.
Then go back to the United Nations.
War should be a last resort.

Mr. Speaker, I support the Lee
amendment.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BoONILLA). The Chair reminds Members
to address the Chair in their remarks
and not directly the President when
addressing the House.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I appreciate my colleague yielding
me the time.

Mr. Speaker, last evening we com-
pleted the work on the Defense appro-
priations bill. That measure is designed
to provide the funding whereby Amer-
ica is able to carry forward its respon-
sibility in the world as the force for
peace in our world. I am very pleased
with the results of that bill, and while
we were not discussing this with the
other body yesterday, I could not help
but from time to time watch the dis-
cussions of this measure on the floor.

This resolution is a very, very impor-
tant statement by the American Con-
gress. It has been crafted by some of
the most capable people in both of our
bodies, and I want to congratulate the
chairman, as well as others who have
been so involved.
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I could not help but come to the floor
as I watched this discussion begin re-
garding some substitutes for this reso-
lution. I must say, Mr. Speaker, it is
most important that we reject those
alternatives for the resolution is de-
signed simply to give our Commander-
in-Chief some flexibility as he goes for-
ward in projecting our responsibilities
for peace in the world.

Indeed, there are those who presume
that this automatically means a war in
Iraq. This resolution does not auto-
matically take us to war. As a matter
of fact, it is a tool for the Commander-
in-Chief to indeed go forth with those
efforts that are most important in
terms of our future hopes for peace.

There is little doubt that America fo-
cused again upon the importance of our
strength as a result of 9/11 just 1 year
ago. There is little doubt that the
world understands that a strong Amer-
ica is very important for peace.

I would suggest to my colleagues
that the one thing that we could do to
undermine that strength is to pass a
resolution like this one that is before
us at this moment. Indeed, my col-
leagues, there is much discussion about
what the Commander-in-Chief has not
done. In the past, there was a lot of dis-
cussion about the fact that perhaps his
advisers were not as good as some
would like.

We look at the Vice President, we
look at the Secretary of State, we look
at the Secretary of Defense. The com-
munity not so long ago was amazed at
how great their strength might be. Do
we presume that they have not been
giving advice and counsel to the Com-
mander-in-Chief?

Indeed, I believe they have a plan
that will strengthen our ability to be a
force in the world for the good.

Resolutions like this will take us ex-
actly in the opposite direction. Let us
not by actions today undermine the
President’s ability to lead.

At the same time, let me say that
most of my colleagues know that I am
a strong believer in a bipartisan force
in this House. Let us not as a result of
these votes today have one of our par-
ties be the party working with the
President for peace and have the other
party be the party of the United Na-
tions.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER).

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of
the Lee amendment and commend my
colleague from California for all of her
work on behalf of this peaceful effort
to resolve this issue.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
have been told that he who lives by the
sword shall eventually die by the
sword.

The first call that I got this morning
was from a woman named Barbara
Mullarkey who said, ‘‘Danny, vote for
peace.”

I rise in strong support of the Lee
amendment because it gives me the op-
portunity to vote the will of the people
in my Congressional district who do
not believe that we have made the case
to go to war. The President has all of
the flexibility that he needs to protect
us. What he does not have is the flexi-
bility to declare war. That flexibility is
left to this Congress.

Vote for the Lee amendment. Vote
for peace.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR).

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

I rise in support of the Lee amend-
ment, and I am really surprised after
listening to the debate for the last 17
hours why anybody would attack it. In-
deed, the Lee amendment and the Lee
resolution is the same as what the
President has in his resolution if we
see in section 2 where the President
urges the support of the United States
diplomatic efforts to strictly enforce
through the United Nations, to obtain
prompt and decisive action by the Se-
curity Council in the United Nations,
that essentially this is the same thing
that the Lee amendment does.

It seems to me that anybody who can
support the President’s amendment
ought to support the Lee amendment.
What the Lee amendment does not do
is it does not leap before it looks. It
says look before we leap into war, and
I think the message here is very
strong, that if the United States is
going to leap into war before it looks.
What kind of trust are we going to
have with the rest of the arrangements
around the world with the agreements
we have had on treaties and trade trea-
ties? What is going to happen to people
who are traveling in the country? Is
anybody going to be able to trust our
country because we can say, well, if we
do not like something we can go it
alone?

It is very wise to support the Lee
amendment. It is a good look before we
leap.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen-
tary inquiry. I understand the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) has the
right to close?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BONILLA). That is correct.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
the remaining time.

My alternative gives the United Na-
tions a chance to do its job while we
think through the ramifications of our
actions, how many lives would be lost,
what will this cost our economy. It
provides a very pragm