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military bases in Persian Gulf countries such
as Kuwait, Oman, Bahrain and Qatar. In
Qatar the United States has been extending
a runway to accommodate more combat
planes, and some war planners hope to per-
suade Jordan to let U.S. and British special
forces attack suspected missile bases and
weapons facilities in western Iraq from its
territory.

None of those countries has told Wash-
ington it will be forthcoming without U.N.
support, the officials said.

One senior military officer called Rums-
feld’s comments ‘‘misleading.”

»‘Fine,” ‘locked in,” ‘positive,” ‘concrete’;
those words aren’t being used over here,” an-
other Pentagon officer said.

Some analysts said that if the confronta-
tion with Iraq came to war, most countries
would choose to join in rather than risk dis-
pleasing the United States or missing out on
the spoils.

“You will have regimes which, if we force
the issue, will support us,” said Anthony
Cordesman, a military expert at the Center
for Strategic and International Studies, a
conservative center for mnational-security
studies. But those countries want diplomatic
cover, he said.

Some allies also want assurances on other
issues, Cordesman said.

Turkey, for example, wants debt relief for
its teetering economy along with promises
that there will be no independent Kurdish
state in Iraq. Russia wants a free hand to
pursue alleged terrorists in neighboring
Georgia, Iraq to pay roughly $8 billion in
debt, and Washington to lift Cold War-era
trade restrictions.

EXHIBIT 2
[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Oct. 8, 2002]
OFFICIALS’ PRIVATE DOUBTS ON IRAQ WAR

(By Warren P. Strobel, Jonathan S. Landay
and John Walcott)

WASHINGTON.—While President Bush mar-
shals congressional and international sup-
port for invading Iraq, a growing number of
military officers, intelligence professionals
and diplomats in his own government pri-
vately have deep misgivings about the ad-
ministration’s double-time march toward
war.

These officials say administration hawks
have exaggerated evidence of the threat that
Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein poses—includ-
ing distorting his links to the as-Qaeda ter-
rorist network; have overstated the amount
of international support for attacking Iraq;
and have downplayed the potential repercus-
sions of a new war in the Middle East.

They say that the administration squelch-
es dissenting views and that intelligence an-
alysts are under intense pressure to produce
reports supporting the White House’s argu-
ment that Hussein poses such an immediate
threat to the United States that preemptive
military action is necessary.

‘““‘Analysts at the working level in the in-
telligence community are feeling very strong
pressure from the Pentagon to cook the in-
telligence books,” said one official, speaking
on condition of anonymity.

A dozen other officials echoed his views in
interviews with the Inquirer Washington Bu-
reau. No one who was interviewed disagreed.

They cited recent suggestions by Defense
Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld and National
Security Advisory Condoleezza Rich that
Hussein and Osama bin Laden’s al-Qaeda net-
work were working together.

Rumsfeld said Sept. 26 that the U.S. gov-
ernment had bulletproof” confirmation of
links between Iraq and al-Qaeda members,
including ‘‘solid evidence’ that members of
the terrorist network maintained a presence
in Iraq.
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The facts are much less conclusive. Offi-
cials said Rumsfeld’s statement was based in
part on intercepted telephone calls in which
an al-Qeada member who apparently was
passing through Baghdad was overhead call-
ing friends or relatives, intelligence officials
said. The intercepts provide no evidence that
the suspected terrorist was working with the
Iraqi regime or that he was working on a ter-
rorist operation while he was in Iraq, they
said.

Rumsfeld also suggested that the Iraqi re-
gime had offered safe haven to bin Laden and
Taliban leader Mullah Mohammed Omar.

While technically true, that, too, is mis-
leading. Intelligence reports said the Iraqi
ambassador to Turkey, a longtime Iraqi in-
telligence officer, made the offer during a
visit to Afghanistan in late 1998, after the
United States attacked al-Qeada training
camps with cruise missiles to retaliate for
the bombings of the U.S. embassies in Kenya
and Tanzania. But officials said the same in-
telligence reports said that bin Laden re-
jected the offer because he did not want Hus-
sein to control his group.

In fact, officials said, there is no ironclad
evidence that the Iraqi regime and the ter-
rorist network are working together, or that
Hussein has ever contemplated giving chem-
ical or biological weapons to al-Qeada, with
whom he has deep ideological differences.

Non of the dissenting officials, who work
in a number of different agencies, would
agree to speak publicly, out of fear of ret-
ribution. Many of them have long experience
in the Middle East and South Asia, and all
spoke in similar terms about the unease with
the way the U.S. political leaders were deal-
ing with Iraq.

All agreed that Hussein was a threat who
eventually must be dealt with, and none flat-
ly opposed military action. But, they say,
the U.S. government has no dramatic new
knowledge about the Iraqi leader that justi-
fies Bush’s urgent call to arms.

Some lawmakers have voiced similar con-
cerns after receiving CIA briefings.

Sen. Richard J. Durbin (D., Il1l.) said some
information he had seen did not support
Bush’s portrayal of the Iraqi threat.

“It’s troubling to have classified informa-
tion that contradicts statements by the ad-
ministration,” Durbin said. ‘“‘There’s more
they should share with the public.”

Several administration and intelligence of-
ficials defended CIA Director George Tenet,
saying Tenet was not pressuring his analysis
but was quietly working to include dis-
senting opinions in intelligence estimates
and congressional briefings.

In one case, a senior administration offi-
cial said, Tenet made sure that a State De-
partment official told Congress that the En-
ergy and State Departments disagreed with
an intelligence assessment that said hun-
dreds of aluminum tubes Iraq tried to pur-
chase were intended for Baghdad’s secret nu-
clear-weapons program. Analysts in both de-
partments concluded that the Iraqis prob-
ably wanted the tubes to make conventional
artillery pieces.

Other examples of questionable statements
include:

Vice President Cheney said in late August
that Iraq might have nuclear weapons ‘‘fair-
ly soon.” A CIA report released Friday said
it could take Iraq until the last half of the
decade to produce a nuclear weapon., unless
it could acquire bomb-grade uranium or plu-
tonium on the black market.

Also in August, Rumsfeld suggested that
al-Qeada operatives fleeing Afghanistan were
taking refuge in Iraq with Hussein’s assist-
ance. ‘“‘In a vicious, repressive dictatorship
that exercises near-total control over its
population, it’s very hard to imagine that
the government is not aware of what’s tak-
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ing place in the country,” he said. Rumsfeld
apparently was referring to about 150 mem-
bers of the militant Islamic group Ansae al
Islam (‘“‘Supporters of Islam’) who have
taken refuge in Kurdish areas of northern
Iraq. However, one of America’s would-be
Kurdish allies controls that part of the coun-
try, not Hussein.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, it
is in the true spirit of this institution,
which Senator BYRD knows so well,
that we exchange viewpoints as we
have done Friday, yesterday, and again
today, and we will continue to do that.
Hopefully, these facts which the Sen-
ator deems essential—and I also—will
be brought to the attention of this
body. I thank my colleague.

Mr. BYRD. And I thank my col-
league.
———
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:44 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m., and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. REED).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Maryland is recognized.

———

AUTHORIZATION OF THE USE OF
UNITED STATES ARMED FORCES
AGAINST TRAQ—Resumed

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
to speak in support of the Levin
amendment in terms of determining
our action in Iraq.

As a graduate of West Point, the Pre-
siding Officer knows how great a deci-
sion it is for the U.S. Congress to de-
cide about war. Now this Senate is con-
sidering the gravest decision we will
ever be called upon to make, which is
to give the President unlimited author-
ity to go to war, to make a decision to
send American military men and
women in harm’s way. I say to my con-
stituents, to the people of this country,
and to the military, I take this respon-
sibility very seriously.

I have listened to the President and
his advisers make their case. I have
consulted with experts and wise heads.
I have participated in hearings and
briefings as a Member of the Senate,
and particularly as a member of the In-
telligence Committee. I have listened
very intently to my own constituents.
I know that the decision we are about
to make will affect the lives of Amer-
ica’s sons and daughters, and the fu-
ture of the United States of America.

But first, let me say a word about our
troops. Each and every member of our
military is part of the American fam-
ily. Their service is a tremendous sac-
rifice and also a great risk. These are
ordinary men and women, often called
upon to act in a very extraordinary
way, and they have never failed us.
Whatever the Nation asks them to do,
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I know they will do it with bravery,
fortitude, and gallantry.

Therefore we, all Americans, owe
them a debt of gratitude. But we owe
them even more. The Congress owes it
to them to choose the wisest, most pru-
dent course in this matter. As Sen-
ators, we must keep in mind the men
and women of our military.

That is why I support Senator
LEVIN’s resolution on Iraq. I support
that because it meets my principles.
Have all diplomatic and other non-
military means been exhausted? The
Levin resolution turns to the United
Nations and its Security Council to
make a decision in terms of the en-
forcement of its own resolutions. It
calls for international legitimacy,
international cooperation, inter-
national support, and, I might add,
international resources. It urges the
Security Council to fill President
Bush’s request to demand Iraqi disar-
mament and to authorize the use of a
multinational military force if Iraq re-
fuses to comply. If the U.N. refuses to
act under the Levin amendment, Con-
gress would then promptly consider
whether America should act alone.

Senator LEVIN’s is not the only reso-
lution before the Senate. As I have
looked at all of them, I asked ques-
tions. First, what really is Saddam
Hussein’s intent?

Second, does he have the means to
accomplish this intent? Does he have
weapons of mass destruction: chemical,
biological, and nuclear?

Third, how grave and imminent is
the threat? Is the Iraqi threat best met
by a unilateral approach or a vigorous
international response?

Finally, what are the consequences of
our action? What will our military face
in Iraq? What will be the impact on
Iraq and the Middle East? What does
this mean to the war on terrorism?

These are the kinds of questions I am
asking myself so I can make a wise de-
cision.

But make no mistake, I firmly be-
lieve that Saddam Hussein is
duplicitous, deceptive, and dangerous. I
despise him. Saddam is a brutal, totali-
tarian dictator and history shows us
how dangerous Iraq is under his rule.
He invaded Kuwait and used chemical
weapons against his own people. I do
believe he has developed chemical and
biological weapons, and I also believe
he is pursuing nuclear weapons,
defying the will of the international
community and also denying the agree-
ment that he made at the end of the
gulf war.

I also really do not believe Saddam is
going to change. The question then is,
what does this mean for the future? I
think Iraq does have the grim and
ghoulish means to carry out its evil
plans. I think if we look at declassified
CIA reports and the British white
paper, we can see that Iraq does con-
tinue to develop and produce and
stockpile chemical and biological
weapons, and is trying to get the tech-
nology and materials to produce nu-
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clear weapons. So these threats cannot
and must not be ignored.

Therefore, what is the best way to
proceed? My analysis further indicates
that Saddam Hussein just doesn’t
threaten the United States or our as-
sets or our people abroad. He threatens
the entire region. He also threatens
treasured allies. And because the
threat is greater than ourselves, we
must bring the international commu-
nity with us, to share the responsi-
bility and the burden of stopping these
threats.

This is why I support the Levin
amendment. It is our best chance to
forge a vigorous international re-
sponse, and to also have the backing of
a multinational military response.

The Levin amendment requires four
things. It urges the U.N. Security
Council to promptly adopt a resolution
demanding access to U.N. inspectors to
destroy Iraq’s missiles and weapons of
mass destruction. We know that works.
When the inspectors were in Iraq, they
destroyed more weapons of mass de-
struction than we did during the gulf
war.

The Levin amendment authorizes
member states to use necessary and ap-
propriate force if Iraq refuses to com-
ply. I understand the use of force might
be necessary. It also very clearly as-
serts and affirms the U.S. right to self-
defense.

It authorizes the President to use
armed force to fulfill the U.N. Security
Council resolution, provided the Presi-
dent determines that diplomacy was
tried and exhausted first. It also tells
us not to adjourn so Congress can fur-
ther consider action if the U.N. fails.

That is what we are looking at. The
consequences of committing American
troops to war in Iraq are very serious
and they must be carefully reviewed.

The question is, will our American
troops be welcomed with flags or will
they be welcomed with land mines? Our
troops could face an Iraqi military en-
trenched in cities instead of the open
desert warfare of the gulf war. Iraq
could use chemical and biological
weapons right on our troops as we are
engaged in battle. They could also do
this against their own Iraqi civilians.

This is why I believe America should
not face these threats alone. If we go
in, we should not go in by ourselves. If
the threat is so real, the world should
take it seriously and then vote to be
able to come with us.

Mr. ALLARD. Will the Senator yield?

Ms. MIKULSKI. When I finish, yes.

America cannot face this situation
alone. The support and cooperation of
allies would enable us to share the
risks and the cost. We need inter-
national legitimacy, international sup-
port, and international manpower.

What happens when we win the war?
Military victory is only the start of
U.S. engagement in Iraq. Fostering a
new regime could take decades. Most
people don’t realize that Iraq is an arti-
ficial construct, formed in 1920 by a
League of Nations mandate after the
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first World War. Iraq has no unifying
history or culture or religion or lan-
guage: Its population is deeply divided
on ethnic and religious lines.

The end of Saddam Hussein could
mean the start of a civil war. Fostering
the creation of new government in Iraq
will not be easy. There is no real oppo-
sition group ready to take over because
Saddam’s totalitarian regime does not
tolerate opposition.

If Saddam is overthrown—we have to
be prepared for what happens next. Will
American troops become an army of
occupation or will Iraq fall into chaos
and civil war?

America cannot face this situation
alone. The support and cooperation of
allies would enable us to share the
risks and the costs.

War on Iraq could also have unin-
tended consequences for the Middle
East. Some optimists see war in Iraq
leading to democratization and peace
in the Middle East. They predict the
overthrow of undemocratic regimes in
Iran, Saudi Arabia, Syria and other
countries. But there is a real risk that
attacking Iraq would unify Arab coun-
tries and the wider Muslim world
against us. We are already seeing signs
of cooperation between Sunni and Shi
’ite extremists and terrorist groups.

A mandate from the United Nations
would mean the international commu-
nity against Saddam instead of the
United States against Iraq. Other coun-
tries in the region would join our coali-
tion, rather than obstructing or oppos-
ing us.

I also worry that unilateral action
could undermine the war on terrorism.
Some special forces are already being
withdrawn from the efforts to hunt al-
Qaida in Afghanistan. Intelligence re-
sources would be re-directed to cover
Iraq, reducing our focus on Afghani-
stan and Pakistan. Arab and Muslim
states may reduce their intelligence
cooperation against al-Qaida and other
terrorist groups. The focus of our top
military and civilian leaders could
shift away from bin Laden and al-
Qaida. There are other issues.

An international coalition helps ad-
dress the impact of war in Iraq on the
war on terrorism. By sharing the bur-
den during and after a war, more of our
troops and resources can pursue the
war on terrorism by keeping together
the global coalition against terrorist
groups.

I want to conclude by thanking
President Bush for engaging in inten-
sive diplomacy at the U.N. I know the
Bush administration is being aggres-
sive at the U.N. and in the key states,
including Russia, China, and France. I
applaud the President for this.

President Bush also made it clear
that the U.N. has a responsibility to
address Iraq’s threat to international
peace and security. I absolutely agree
with him on this. But also I agree we
have to get the United Nations Secu-
rity Council authorization to form an
international coalition.

We cannot fail to act if action is nec-
essary, but we must take the time to
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see if we can minimize the danger and
also build a coalition to share the risk.
An international coalition would do
that.

The Senate faces difficult decisions
on how to address the Iraqi threat. I
believe the Levin amendment is by far
the strongest option. It endorses the
President’s speech to the United Na-
tions, strengthening the U.S. position
in multilateral diplomacy and author-
izing the use of force only if authorized
by the U.N. Security Council without
ruling out the possibility that Congress
will authorize the unilateral use of
force if that decision becomes nec-
essary. Most importantly, the Levin
resolution presents the best hope for
the United States to achieve inter-
national support and a multinational
military coalition to address the Iraqi
threat to peace and security.

Therefore, I look forward to voting
for the Levin amendment. I urge my
colleagues to join me in doing that be-
cause I believe the way to deal with
this issue is international support and
a multinational military coalition,
should force be necessary.

Before I yield the floor, I turn to the
Senator from Colorado, who had a
question.

Mr. ALLARD. I say to the Senator
from Maryland, I did have a question. I
just finished a bipartisan press con-
ference with the Secretary of State. He
said the diplomats, our negotiators at
the United Nations, felt they needed
the strongest position possible in order
to make their negotiations end in a
successful way. I was struck by your
comments and your support for the
Levin amendment. I wonder if you
could respond to his comments that we
just had, about 12:30 or so.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I say to the Senator,
I did not hear his comments at the
press conference.

I applaud Secretary Powell. I think
his is a vigorous effort to try to resolve
the situation through diplomatic
means, to send a message to Saddam
that he should voluntarily disarm and
let the inspectors in.

That might not work. But it is then
up to the U.N., as the President said
when he spoke to them, to take respon-
sibility; to therefore authorize action
to enforce their own resolutions so the
United States of America is not doing
this all by ourselves. It is not America
versus Saddam. It should be the inter-
national community against Saddam
because, I think you would agree, he is
a despicable cad.

Mr. ALLARD. I would agree with
that. But I think the point was being
made, if we have a strong resolution, it
would be less likely we would be out
there by ourselves. If we had some
weaker position, and we went in——

Ms. MIKULSKI. Going where, sir?
Going to the U.N. or going back to Sad-
dam? I am sorry, who is negotiating
with whom? Are you talking about the
U.N. negotiating with Saddam or Sec-
retary Powell negotiating within the
U.N.?
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Mr. ALLARD. I am talking about
Secretary Powell and our diplomats ne-
gotiating within the United Nations,
negotiating with members of the Secu-
rity Council. The feeling is we need to
have a strong resolution in order to
make those negotiations successful.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I see. I thought you
were talking about sending a message
to Saddam. No. I understand. I believe
the Levin amendment is a pretty mus-
cular amendment, saying back to the
U.N., you passed those resolutions, you
should really step up to those resolu-
tions, and putting the pressure back on
them; and also saying, we are not going
to adjourn until we hear what you are
going to do. And we will be ready to re-
spond promptly.

So I think the Levin amendment is a
fairly muscular amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I will
now Yyield to the Senator from New
Hampshire, a good friend, and some-
body who does a great job. I yield to
him 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Colorado. I appre-
ciate his courtesy, and I appreciate his
leadership on the most important reso-
lution. His leadership has had an inte-
gral impact on how this resolution was
designed, and he has been a leader on
addressing what is obviously the major
national security issue which we con-
front as a Nation today.

I—like many Americans, hopefully—
have followed the debate in this Cham-
ber. I have been interested in the tenor
and tempo of the debate. I believe it
has obviously been serious and sub-
stantive in its approach to how we ad-
dress the question of this resolution,
which will authorize the President to
take such action as is necessary in
order to protect our Nation relative to
Iraq, and to work with the United Na-
tions in that undertaking.

One of the things, however, I have
also noted is there is almost a soph-
istry being presented here. For exam-
ple, I heard one presentation, talking
about whether or not we were pursuing
preventive war versus preemptive war,
in which there was almost a rather
nice dissertation of what I would call
political science 101 on the difference
between preemptive war and preventive
war, and whether or not we, as a Na-
tion, had a right to pursue a preventive
war versus a preemptive war.

I would simply point out we are at
war. We are not initiating war. We are
not in the process of striking an enemy
by whom we have not been struck. Two
Embassies in Africa were attacked.
Hundreds of people died. An American
ship in Yemen was attacked. Many
sailors died. And, of course, on Sep-
tember 11, thousands of Americans died
in America as a result of an attack.

We are at war. We did not ask for it.
We did not initiate it, but we have no
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choice but to respond to it. In respond-
ing to it, we must have our eyes open.
We are a Nation which inherently be-
lieves in the better nature of people.
We inevitably give people the benefit of
the doubt. It is our culture, and it is
one of our strengths. Regrettably, in
this war, giving people the benefit of
the doubt—people who have a track
record of either hating us, attacking
us, or confronting us militarily—may
end up costing us even more lives.

I think we need to review the en-
emy’s purpose. Let’s begin with al-
Qaida and bin Laden, and use his own
words.

bin Laden, in an interview that was
published in January 1999—it originally
appeared in Time—made the following
statement:

Hostility toward America is religious duty.

He went on to say, in February 1998:

The ruling to kill the Americans and their
allies, civilians and military, is an individual
duty of every Moslem, who can do it in any
country in which it is possible to do it.

“Civilians and military.”

He went on to say:

We, with Allah’s help, call on every Mos-
lem, who believes in Allah and wishes to be
rewarded, to comply with Allah’s order to
kill Americans and plunder their money.

And most recently, in a tape recently
released just a week ago:

The youth of Islam are preparing some-
thing to strike fear in your hearts——

Referring to America——

and will target the vital sections of your
economy until you renounce your injustice
and hostility.

This is an enemy who has called to
arms the people who believe in him and
follow him for the purposes of Kkilling
Americans as defined by his own lan-
guage: ‘‘civilian and military.”” That is
the enemy we confront in al-Qaida.

And what is the relationship to Iraq?

First off, we must look at the history
of our relationship and of Iraq’s rela-
tionship in the area of military activ-
ity. Saddam Hussein has attacked his
neighbors, neighboring nations twice.
He has mercilessly—mercilessly—sup-
pressed his own people, especially the
Kurdish minority within Iraq. He has
invaded Iran and Kuwait.

He has also developed and used weap-
ons of mass destruction. ‘“Weapons of
mass destruction’” is a terribly anti-
septic term. But what it means is, he is
essentially willing to spread disease
which will kill thousands—tens of
thousands—of people in order to obtain
his purpose. And he has done it. He has
used biological weapons. He has used
chemical weapons against the Iranians
and against the Kurdish people in his
own country, Kkilling literally thou-
sands of people.

Of course, we went to war with Iraq
in the early 1990s. So our history with
Iraq is significant, as we recognize they
are governed by an outlaw and, as a re-
sult, have been a nation functioning
outside of the civil discourse of orga-
nized nations.

But why is it important we confront
them at this time and in this context?
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It is important because of the weapons
of mass destruction which they have. If
this were the world prior to 1980, let us
say, when weapons of mass destruction
were not so readily available, or na-
tions which had them were governed by
governments which had at least some
modicum of responsibility, then you
might not look at a tyrant such as
Hussein and say you needed to do any-
thing: Let him, regrettably, do his
harm to his neighbors and his nation.
It is not affecting us.

The problem is, after September 11,
we, as a country, cannot take such an
isolationist view, for we know there is
an enemy out there called al-Qaida
that has stated, unequivocally, their
purpose is to kill Americans and de-
stroy our society and culture. And we
have seen them take action to do that
on September 11, and in Africa at our
Embassies, and at the USS Cole.

We also know there is another nation
out there, run by a tyrant, who is a
murderous individual, who has weapons
which are capable of exacting mas-
sive—massive—amounts of damage and
loss of life, if used.

The threat, obviously, is that the two
should be joined or that the tyrant
should just wunilaterally use these
weapons. Why is that threat legiti-
mate? It is legitimate because there is
significant common sense which tells
us that it may be joined.

There have been reports not by
American news media or by American
intelligence services but by Arab
sources which have made it clear that
there is a cross-fertilization between
the Hussein government and al-Qaida.
Reports appearing in a Karachi news-
paper, the Ummat, on November 22 car-
ried an article saying that Saddam
Hussein has offered asylum to the top
Taliban and al-Qaida leadership, in-
cluding Osama bin Laden and Mullah
Omar. In this regard, a delegation led
by a senior official in the Iraqi Govern-
ment, Taha Hussein, met with Mavlana
Jalal ud-Din Haqqani—I hope I pro-
nounced that correctly, but consid-
ering his purposes, I don’t really care—
in Qatar and conveyed Saddam Hus-
sein’s offer to him.

If the report is true, then it is at
least the second time Saddam Hussein
has offered bin Laden asylum. A report
in the Christian Science Monitor cited
Arab sources which it considered to be
legitimate that, according to Hassan
Mohammed, who claims to have
worked for two decades for Iraq intel-
ligence services, graduates of an Iraqi
school were intimately involved in
training both Assad al Hassan and al-
Qaida cells, and the quote is:

My information is that the Iraqi Govern-
ment was directly supporting al-Qaida with
weapons and explosives.

There are more and more reports like
this. It is also logical, logical because
Osama bin Laden and his people have
made it clear that those who consider
us an enemy are their allies. Therefore,
Iraq is a natural ally to them, and vice
versa.
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So the possibility that a weapon of
mass destruction which has been devel-
oped—and we know they have been de-
veloped within Iraq, biological and
chemical weapons—could fall into al-
Qaida hands or people representing the
same concepts of al-Qaida is distinct.

We also know that Iraq is moving
forward with a nuclear program, that
they wish to have a nuclear bomb, and
that they may well have it, if they are
able to get fissile material within a
year; if not, within 3 or 4 years. They
are much further down the road toward
obtaining nuclear weapons than we
even anticipated when we had the war
with them in the early 1990s. That was
terminated then but has been re-
started.

So what are we to do about this? The
U.N. has passed 16 resolutions, the
basic purpose of which is to try to dis-
arm Saddam Hussein and his govern-
ment, specifically in the area of weap-
ons of mass destruction. There is no
civilized nation today that does not un-
derstand the threat that is represented
by having a government headed by a
tyrant such as Saddam Hussein having
weapons of mass destruction.

So the U.N. has made a conscientious
effort to address this with these 16 res-
olutions. Of course, Saddam Hussein
has ignored those, lied about what he is
doing, and he ejected the inspectors,
which leads us to the point we are at
today.

This resolution has as its funda-
mental purpose the disarmament of
Saddam Hussein, taking away his
weapons of mass destruction. If, as a
corollary to that, a regime change oc-
curred in Iraq, that would be for the
betterment of the world, I suspect. But
the vital purpose here is to terminate
the capacity to have and to use weap-
ons of mass destruction, either by Iraq
or by a client of Iraq or by an ally of
Iraq or by al-Qaida specifically.

It is a totally legitimate national se-
curity purpose that we should pursue.
The President has outlined the need to
accomplish this. What he has essen-
tially said, and appropriately so, is
that we will support the U.N. effort to
accomplish this. But if the U.N. is un-
able to accomplish it, then our na-
tional security is so important, so
overriding, that we should take action
with our allies to accomplish this.
That is the only reasonable approach
when you confront a threat of this sig-
nificance.

There are some in this body who have
essentially said we should pursue what
I call the good intentions approach.
That is an American trait—that we do
give people the benefit of the doubt.
But the good intentions approach in
this area—hoping that things will work
out through a policy of containment—
has not worked.

We know for a fact that Hussein and
his people have ignored the 16 resolu-
tions and that they are developing
weapons of mass destruction, and they
actually possess them. We know for a
fact that they may well use them. To
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wait and rely on good intentions would
be an error of policy which might lead
to the death of many Americans. We
can’t afford that risk. We must insist,
as the President has said, on the disar-
mament of the Hussein regime; specifi-
cally, the disarmament of their weap-
ons of mass destruction, in a manner
which is absolutely confirmable, where
we know without question that it has
occurred and that those weapons have
not been moved into other places of
hiding or into other hands, which may
cause greater harm.

What the resolution before us does is
give the President the authority to ac-
complish those goals. To fail to give
the President the authority to accom-
plish those goals would be, in my opin-
ion, an act of gross negligence, a fail-
ure of our responsibility as a govern-
ment to defend our people.

We are at war. We have been at-
tacked. Americans have been Kkilled.
And if Mr. bin Laden and his people
have their way, more will be killed.

If we are to defend ourselves, we
must be assured that the most threat-
ening weapons they can use will not be
used against Americans. Therefore, we
must take action relative to Iraq. This
resolution empowers the President to
accomplish that. That is why I intend
