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their assigned missions brilliantly and have
once again demonstrated that they are the
best in the world;

Whereas, prior to the United States trans-
ferring command to NATO, President Obama
stated, ‘‘Going forward, the lead in enforcing
the no-fly zone and protecting civilians on
the ground will transition to our allies and
partners, and I am fully confident that our
coalition will keep the pressure on Qaddafi’s
remaining forces.”’;

Whereas, President Obama also stated that
the United States would ‘‘play a supporting
role’”’ following transition to NATO, and that
because of this transition, the risk and cost
of this operation would be reduced signifi-
cantly;

Whereas, after April 2, 2011, no United
States combat aircraft were to fly strike
missions over Libya unless specifically re-
quested by NATO;

Whereas, after April 2, 2011, NATO imme-
diately requested and was granted approval
for a 48-hour extension of United States
strike aircraft for participation in oper-
ations over Libya;

Whereas United States combat aircraft are
currently scheduled to remain on standby in
the region, in the event NATO commanders
request additional assistance;

Whereas, Abdel Fattah Younes, head of the
rebel forces, stated on April 5, 2011 that
NATO has been ‘‘disappointing” and ‘‘slow’’
in calling in airstrikes, which have allowed
Moammar Qaddafi’s military to gain mo-
mentum and push back rebel forces;

Whereas, of the 21 members in the Arab
League, only 2 countries have contributed
any military resources to support United Na-
tions Resolutions 1970 and 1973; and

Whereas it is in the interest of Arab na-
tions to work with coalition forces to work
to end violence, attacks, and abuses of civil-
ians in Libya: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) United States military intervention in
Libya, as explained by the President, is not
in the vital interests of the United States;

(2) the President should have consulted
with members of Congress prior to commit-
ting the United States Armed Forces either
independently or as a major part of NATO
operations;

(3) the President should obtain authoriza-
tion from Congress before providing further
military and financial support to operations
in Libya and should not assume that such an
authorization would equate to the United
States Armed Forces leading any future
strike or support operations;

(4) Prior to further involvement of United
States military personnel or equipment, fel-
low NATO members and other nations that
have a vital interest in the region should
agree to provide a substantial portion of the
military and financial burdens associated
with Operation Unified Protector; and

(5) members of the Arab League should en-
sure that all of their military resources are
available to enforce United Nations Resolu-
tions 1970 and 1973 (2011).

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 147—RECOG-
NIZING THE CELEBRATION OF
NATIONAL STUDENT EMPLOY-
MENT WEEK AT THE UNIVER-
SITY OF MINNESOTA DULUTH
Ms. KLOBUCHAR submitted the fol-

lowing resolution; which was referred

to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions:
S. REs. 147

Whereas National Student Employment
Week offers the University of Minnesota Du-
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luth the opportunity to recognize students
who work while attending college;

Whereas the University of Minnesota Du-
luth is committed to increasing awareness of
student employment as an educational expe-
rience for students, as well as an alternative
to financial aid;

Whereas there are nearly 1,600 student em-
ployees at University of Minnesota Duluth;

Whereas the University of Minnesota Du-
luth recognizes how important student em-
ployees are to their employers; and

Whereas National Student Employment
Week is celebrated the week of April 11
through 17, 2011: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate recognizes the
celebration of National Student Employ-
ment Week at the University of Minnesota
Duluth.

SENATE RESOLUTION 148—CALL-
ING ON THE PRESIDENT TO SUB-
MIT TO CONGRESS A DETAILED
DESCRIPTION OF UNITED
STATES POLICY OBJECTIVES IN
LIBYA, BOTH DURING AND
AFTER MUAMMAR QADDAFTS
RULE, AND A PLAN TO ACHIEVE
THEM, AND TO SEEK CONGRES-
SIONAL  AUTHORIZATION FOR
THE USE OF MILITARY FORCE
AGAINST LIBYA

Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Ms. CoOL-
LINS, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. LEE, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, and Mr. INHOFE) submitted the
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations:

S. REs. 148

Whereas, on February 15, 2011, protests
against longtime Libyan dictator Muammar
Qaddafi began in Benghazi, Libya, following
the arrest of human rights advocate Fathi
Tarbel;

Whereas, on March 10, 2011, rebels in Libya,
armed with outdated anti-aircraft guns and
facing overwhelming firepower from Qaddafi
forces, were forced to retreat from strong-
holds in eastern Libya, while doctors in
Libya reported that civilian casualties had
doubled, mostly as the result of airstrikes
ordered by Qaddafi;

Whereas, on March 10, 2011, France became
the first country to recognize the Libyan
Transitional National Council, organized by
the Libyan rebel leadership, as the legiti-
mate government of Libya;

Whereas, on March 12, 2011, Amr Moussa,
secretary general of the Arab League, an-
nounced, ‘‘The Arab League has officially re-
quested the United Nations Security Council
to impose a no-fly zone against any military
action against the Libyan people.’’;

Whereas, on March 16, 2011, Muammar
Qaddafi’s forces neared the rebel stronghold
of Benghazi, and Saif al-Islam, Qaddafi’s son,
vowed that ‘‘everything will be over in 48
hours’’;

Whereas, on March 16, 2011, following
United Nations Security Council negotia-
tions, U.S. Permanent Representative to the
United Nations Susan Rice announced
United States support for a no-fly zone, stat-
ing, “But the U.S. view is that we need to be
prepared to contemplate steps that include,
but perhaps go beyond, a no-fly zone.”’;

Whereas, on March 17, 2011, the United Na-
tions Security Council voted to approve a
no-fly zone over Libya, passing United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 1973,
which authorized ‘‘all necessary measures’’
to protect civilians;

Whereas, on March 19, 2011, President
Barack Obama authorized United States
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military operations against Libya, and Oper-
ation Odyssey Dawn commenced;

Whereas, on March 19, 2011, the United
States Armed Forces began air and sea
strikes against targets along the coast of
Libya against Libyan air defenses;

Whereas, on March 21, 2011, President
Obama sent a letter notifying Congress that
he had ordered strikes on Libya and out-
lining United States military actions in
Libya during the preceding 48 hours;

Whereas, on March 23, 2011, Muammar
Qaddafi’s forces shelled the town of Misrata,
held by Libyan rebels, killing dozens of civil-
ians;

Whereas, on March 24, 2011, coalition forces
hit military targets deep inside Libya, but
failed to prevent Qaddafi’s tanks from re-en-
tering Misrata and besieging its main hos-
pital;

Whereas, on March 24, 2011, North Atlantic
Treaty Organisation (NATO) Secretary-Gen-
eral Anders Fogh Rasmussen announced that
NATO would take command of enforcing the
no-fly zone over Libya and was considering
taking control of the full United Nations-
backed military mission;

Whereas, on March 30, 2011, forces loyal to
Muammar Qaddafi pressed further east with
an artillery offensive, pushing Libyan rebels
back more than 95 miles towards Brega;

Whereas, on March 31, 2011, United States
Africa Command, which had led the initial
phases of military operations against Libya
under Operation Odyssey Dawn, transferred
command and control of international air
operations over Libya to NATO;

Whereas, as of March 31, 2011, Operation
Unified Protector, under sole command of
NATO, is now responsible for the arms em-
bargo, no-fly zone, and actions to protect ci-
vilians in Libya;

Whereas, as of April 4, 2011, in support of
Operation Odyssey Dawn and Operation Uni-
fied Protector, the United States had flown
approximately 1,600 military sorties and, as
of April 7, 2011, had launched 228 Tomahawk
Land Attack Missiles and spent approxi-
mately $632,000,000;

Whereas President Obama has repeatedly
indicated that his policy on Libya is that
Muammar Qaddafi should no longer serve as
the leader of the Government of Libya;

Whereas, on February 26, 2011, 11 days after
the protests began, President Obama dis-
cussed the situation in Libya with Chan-
cellor of Germany Angela Merkel and, ac-
cording to a White House statement, said,
“When a leader’s only means of staying in
power is to use mass violence against his
own people, he has lost the legitimacy to
rule and needs to do what is right for his
country by leaving now.’’;

Whereas, on March 3, 2011, President
Obama, at a joint press conference with
President of Mexico Felipe Calderon, said,
“Muammar Qaddafi has lost the legitimacy
to lead and he must leave. . . [W]e will con-
tinue to send the clear message that it’s
time for Qaddafi to go.”’;

Whereas, on March 18, 2011, President
Obama, at a joint press conference with
President of Chile Sebastian Pinera, said, ‘I
have also stated that it is U.S. policy that
Qaddafi needs to go. And we got a wide range
of tools in addition to our military efforts to
support that policy.”’;

Whereas, on March 28, 2011, President
Obama, in an address to the Nation, began to
draw a distinction between United States po-
litical and military objectives in Libya, say-
ing, ‘“There is no question that Libya—and
the world—would be better off with Qaddafi
out of power. I, along with many other world
leaders, have embraced that goal, and will
actively pursue it through non-military
means.’’;



April 14, 2011

Whereas, on March 29, 2011, President
Obama, in an interview on NBC Nightly
News, continued to draw this distinction,
saying, ‘‘Our primary military goal is to pro-
tect civilian populations and to set up the
no-fly zone. Our primary strategic goal is for
Qaddafi to step down so that the Libyan peo-
ple have an opportunity to live a decent
life.”’;

Whereas, despite President Obama’s policy
that Muammar Qaddafi should no longer
serve as the leader of the Government of
Libya, President Obama has not presented
Congress with a plan to achieve that policy
objective;

Whereas President Obama has not sought
from Congress any type of authorization for
the use of military force against Libya;

Whereas passage of a non-binding, simple
resolution by the Senate is not equivalent to
an authorization for the use of military
force, passed by both the Senate and the
House of Representatives and signed by the
President; and

Whereas senior officials in the Obama Ad-
ministration, including Secretary of State
Hillary Rodham Clinton, Secretary of De-
fense Robert Gates, and Harold Koh, the De-
partment of State’s Legal Adviser, have in-
correctly pointed to the Senate passage of a
non-binding resolution, Senate Resolution 85
(112th Congress), as an expression of congres-
sional consent for the United States military
intervention in Libya: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) the President should submit to Con-
gress—

(A) a detailed description of United States
policy objectives in Libya, both during and
after Muammar Qaddafi’s rule;

(B) a detailed plan to achieve those objec-
tives;

(C) a detailed estimate of the full cost of
the United States military operations in
Libya and any other actions required to im-
plement the plan; and

(D) a detailed description of the limita-
tions the President has placed on the nature,
duration, and scope of United States mili-
tary operations in Libya, as referenced in his
March 21, 2011, letter to Congress; and

(2) the President should seek a congres-
sional authorization for the use of military
force against Libya.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, mo-
ments ago, I sent to the desk a resolu-
tion on my behalf, as well as that of
Senator COLLINS, Senator BLUNT, Sen-
ator LEE, Senator ROBERTS, and Sen-
ator INHOFE, relating to the military
operations in Libya. I would like to
speak for a few moments about that
and about my concerns.

Like all of our colleagues, I respect
our troops and honor them and, of
course, their sense of duty, which obli-
gates them to do whatever the Com-
mander in Chief has directed them to
do. And, of course, I respect the role of
our President as Commander in Chief.
But I have grown increasingly con-
cerned that the role of Congress in con-
sultation and in communication with
the White House on matters of such
grave import to our country and our
men and women in uniform as inter-
vening in a foreign country—that the
powers of Congress have seemingly
been ignored or certainly eroded.

We know this is not new. Since the
end of World War II, to my recollec-
tion, the U.S. Congress has never exer-
cised its authority under article I, sec-
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tion 8 of the Constitution to declare
war. Instead, when our nation has been
involved in military operations, we
have had something other than a war
declared by Congress, but most often
with communication and consultation
and even authorization by the Con-
gress.

I believe it is imperative, particu-
larly in light of the events subsequent
to our intervention in Libya, that the
President should submit a plan to Con-
gress on Libya. I believe the President
should also come to Congress and ask
for a congressional authorization for
our continued participation, even in a
NATO mission of which the United
States bears a disproportionate respon-
sibility.

Like many Americans, I admire the
Libyans who protested against Muam-
mar Qaddafi beginning on February 15
of this year. And the timeline, I be-
lieve, is important. February 15. They
showed they wanted the same things as
people in Tunisia, Egypt, Bahrain,
Syria, Iran, and so many other nations
in the Middle East; that is, a chance to
live in freedom and to have a voice in
determining their own future.

But, like many Americans, I was also
concerned that the people of Libya got
so little encouragement from our own
President. True, President Obama said
on March 3 that Qaddafi had lost legit-
imacy and he ‘“‘must step down from
power and leave” immediately. That
was on March 3. He indicated this was
the policy of the U.S.—that regime
change was our goal in Libya—regime
change. But he obviously had no plan
to accomplish that goal or to further
assist the Libyan people in accom-
plishing it themselves, other than
handing the responsibility off to
NATO. Now, this is not like handing it
off to some third party that is alien to
us or not part of us. We—the United
States—are a significant part of
NATO’s operations. For example, in Af-
ghanistan, basically for every one coa-
lition troop from other NATO coun-
tries, there are two American troops,
and we bear the proportionate financial
responsibility as well.

The President watched as Qaddafi
forces regained the momentum against
those who had taken up arms against
the regime. France—France—became
the first nation to recognize the Liby-
an Transitional National Council as
the legitimate government of Libya on
March 10. And then the Arab League
asked that a no-fly zone be imposed
over Libya on March 12. Finally, on
March 17—this was almost a month
after the first protests against Qaddafi
in Libya—the United Nations Security
Council approved a no-fly zone over
Libya, as well as necessary measures to
protect civilians in that country.

U.N. Security Council resolutions
take a lot of time to negotiate. There
is obviously the need for a lot of con-
sultation between the nations making
up the U.N. Security Council. That is
why I am only left to wonder why it
was during this period of time that the

S2541

President made so little effort to con-
sult with Congress in a substantive
way. I admit he appeared to act like he
checked the box once or twice. He sent
us a letter on March 21—2 days after
Operation Odyssey Dawn began—let-
ting us know what we could have
learned from reading the newspaper
and watching cable television, that he
had ordered strikes on Libya. But the
level of consultation with Congress
about Libya was nothing like what we
had in the years leading up to U.S.
military involvement in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, where Congress issued an
explicit authorization for use of mili-
tary force at the request of the Presi-
dent of the United States.

This is not just a constitutional pow-
ers matter. I think this is also a mat-
ter of communicating with the Amer-
ican people about the reasons for our
intervention in Libya and expressing to
the American people what the plan is
so they can do what they naturally
want to do; that is, provide support for
our men and women in uniform, par-
ticularly when they are in harm’s way.

The President waited until 9 days
after our planes and missiles were in
the air to make his case to the Amer-
ican people in a speech at the National
Defense  University. During that
speech, the President began to draw a
very confusing distinction between our
political and military objectives in
Libya, saying:

There is no question that Libya—and the
world—will be better off with Qaddafi out of
power. I, along with many other world lead-
ers, have embraced that goal, and will ac-
tively pursue it through non-military means.

Or, as he put it in an interview the
next day, he said:

Our primary military goal is to protect ci-
vilian populations and to set up the no-fly
zone. Our primary strategic goal is for
Qaddafi to step down so that the Libyan peo-
ple have an opportunity to live a decent life.

I bet I am not the only person in the
country who is confused by this dichot-
omy between our military goals and
our strategic goals. I think they should
be the same.

We know the American people still
have many questions about what we
are doing in Libya and why. As a mat-
ter of fact, I met this morning with
some Texas Army National Guardsmen
who were visiting the Capitol just
today, who asked me a question on this
very subject because they are confused.
If our men and women in uniform are
confused about the President’s objec-
tive, and the American people do not
understand what it is either, it means
there has not been a good case made
explaining the need for military inter-
vention and the ongoing operations.
But do not take my word for it. Ac-
cording to a Pew Research poll on
April 3, only 30 percent of Americans
believe the United States or our allies
have a clear goal in Libya—30 percent.
Our troops deserve more clarity.

The President told our troops that
their involvement in Libya would last
a matter of days, not weeks. These men
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and women, as we all acknowledge, are
the finest fighting force in the world.
They can accomplish any mission given
to them. But they can also tell the dif-
ference between days and weeks. Our
troops can tell that they are still re-
sponsible for about 25 percent of the
NATO support missions in Libya. They
hear the voices calling for NATO to ex-
pand its operations. And then they
know that any expansion of NATO’s
mission, in scope or duration, puts
more of them in harm’s way. They sim-
ply deserve more clarity, as do the
American people.

So I think the Congress, on behalf of
the American people, consistent with
our constitutional responsibilities and
our shared power in matters as serious
as this, deserve a plan from the Presi-
dent of the United States, so he can
present it to us and we can have what
we sorely need, which is a genuine de-
bate about our role in the future—the
way forward in Libya.

So what should that plan look like? I
will make a few suggestions. I believe a
credible plan should contain a detailed
description of U.S. policy objectives in
Libya both during and after Qaddafi’s
rule. It should include a detailed plan
to achieve those objectives. And par-
ticularly in these times when we are
struggling with enormous debt and
deficits, it should include a detailed es-
timate of the costs of U.S. military op-
erations in Libya and any other ac-
tions required to implement the plan.

Congress, of course, has the responsi-
bility for the federal purse strings and
would be asked to appropriate the
money, so I think it is entirely appro-
priate that the President present to us
a plan that we can debate and vote on
in the form of an authorization.

I think a credible plan should also in-
clude a detailed description of the limi-
tations the President has placed on the
nature, duration, and scope of U.S.
military operations in Libya—the limi-
tations he referred to in his letter of
March 21 to Congress.

A plan from the President would, of
course, be a catalyst for a long-overdue
debate right here in the Halls of what
we call occasionally the world’s great-
est deliberative body. But we cannot
deliberate without debate and without
an honest appraisal of where we are
and where we are going. In fact, it is
clear, just by referring back to the de-
bate we had on Iraq and Afghanistan,
that the amount of time devoted in
this body to Libya is dwarfed by the
fulsome debates we had over a period of
years relative to our military oper-
ations in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Now, what questions should a Senate
debate over Libya hope to address?
Well, I can think of a few.

Was the Secretary of Defense correct
when he said Libya is not a vital inter-
est for the United States?

Is the situation on the ground in
Libya—as reported by the news—basi-
cally now a stalemate? Remember that
the initial U.S. commander of coalition
operations in Libya, General Carter
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Ham, testified before the Armed Serv-
ices Committee just last week. He
agreed with that assessment that it
was essentially now a stalemate.

I think this is, to me, the simplest,
the most direct question: If the Presi-
dent’s goal was to stop Qaddafi from
killing Libyans, civilians rebelling
against him and protesting against his
tyrannical rule, how in the world do we
stop the killing without stopping the
killer? That would be Muammar
Qaddafi. How can we stop the killing of
civilians until we achieve the objective
of removing him by any means nec-
essary?

I think it is also appropriate to in-
quire as to whether the Pottery Barn
rule applies in Libya. Colin Powell,
former Secretary of State and Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, once
observed that, Once you break it, you
own it, the so-called Pottery Barn rule.

Has the administration’s focus on
Libya distracted it from our ongoing
efforts in Afghanistan and Iraq, which
are both vital interests? We have com-
mitted huge amounts of blood and
treasure to success in both of those
countries, and I think Congress needs
to know, and we need to have a fulsome
debate, about whether this mission in
Libya has distracted from those other
two vital missions.

We also need to talk about whether
NATO’s performance in Libya has jeop-
ardized its effectiveness and reputa-
tion. Is there a risk that the alliance is
already splitting because of caveats or
restrictions that some of the coalition
members are placing on their partici-
pation in the ongoing intervention in
Libya?

Finally, I think we need to know, be-
cause certainly everything that hap-
pens becomes precedent for some fu-
ture action, whether there is some-
thing that one might call an ‘“‘Obama
doctrine.” Is it that the United States
will use military force when requested
by our allies such as France or, per-
haps, international bodies such as the
Arab League or the United Nations, but
not otherwise? Is it something like the
United States will protect civilians
when they capture the world’s media
attention, but ignore their suffering
otherwise? Is it something that ex-
plains why, for example, we are en-
gaged in Libya but not engaged in
Syria?

Remember that Syria is a nation
that is slaughtering its own civilians—
a humanitarian crisis, I would submit.
It is a known state sponsor of ter-
rorism, so designated by the U.S. De-
partment of State, and it is a well-
known and notorious conduit for arms
from Iran to the Lebanese Hezbollah.
Whatever the Obama doctrine is, why
doesn’t it apply to Syria? We need to
ask those questions and I think we
need and deserve—and the American
people even more so deserve—answers.

I believe our debate in the Senate
should result in a vote on a congres-
sional authorization for the President’s
plan, whatever that is, in Libya, but we
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ought to have a conversation, we ought
to communicate, we ought to have a
consultation, not allow the President
to treat Congress like a potted plant
when it comes to intervening in a for-
eign nation in a military fashion. I be-
lieve the President should ask Congress
for an authorization, and I believe we
should vote on one.

I certainly don’t believe that what
we have done so far, which is pass a
simple resolution without much notice
or debate, is sufficient. Frankly, I
don’t understand why some of my col-
leagues are so willing to acquiesce to
the President, thereby conceding to the
executive branch all authority in deal-
ing with a matter of this gravity and
seriousness.

I believe a robust debate about Libya
would be good for the Senate, it would
be good for the House of Representa-
tives, I think it would be good for the
American people, and I think it would
be good for the President. If the Presi-
dent takes action knowing that the
American people and the Congress are
behind his plan, that is good for Amer-
ica, and that is what we need.

I am afraid, though, that the Presi-
dent is taking the support of the Amer-
ican people for granted. The American
people instinctively want to support
our Commander in Chief, but history
shows our military operations are most
successful when the people of the
United States are behind them. When
the American people are not—when
they become disengaged or disillu-
sioned—success becomes much more
difficult, not just in Libya but for fu-
ture missions as well. I hope the Presi-
dent will act in such a way that shows
respect for Congress as a coequal
branch of government, and for the
American people, who expect that their
representatives will debate questions
of this gravity in the open and ask the
questions they themselves would ask
before their sons and daughters are put
in danger. I hope the American people
will have the benefit of a vigorous de-
bate on Libya in the Senate.

It is with that objective in mind that
my colleagues and I have submitted a
resolution. I know there are other reso-
lutions. I believe the Senator from
Connecticut and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts and the Senator from Ari-
zona have another one. I am advised
that Senator ENSIGN from Nevada and
Senator HUTCHISON from Texas have
another one. I think we need to con-
sider all of those views and have a de-
bate and vote on these issues.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 149—RECOG-
NIZING AND SUPPORTING THE
GOALS AND IDEALS OF SEXUAL
ASSAULT AWARENESS MONTH

Mr. CASEY submitted the following
resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary:

S. RES. 149

Whereas on average, a person is sexually
assaulted in the United States every 2 %
minutes;
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