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Budget
Request
67,214

85,000
5,000
15,000

Senate
Conference
394,214
458,914
150,000
150,000
85,000
85,000
4,250
12,750

6,000

5,100

Global HIV/AIDS Prevention
HIV Research Program
Hyperbaric Oxygen Therapy for Cerebral Palsy
Military Complementary & Alternative Medicine (Mi-Cam)
Muscular Dystrophy Research
Neuroscience Research (Note: Only for coordinated effort
among DOD medical treatment facilities, the Uniformed
Services University of the Health Sciences, a primary
healthcare center, with funding management accomplished
by the Uniformed Services University of the Health
Sciences.)

10,000

7,000
6,300
1,000
2,000
3,400
5,950

Nursing Telehealth Research Program
Ovarian Cancer Research Program
Peer Reviewed Breast Cancer Imaging Research
Periscopic Surgery Research Project
Post-Polio Syndrome (Note: Only for a coordinated effort
among the Uniformed Services University of the Health
Sciences, an appropriate non-profit medical foundation,
and a primary health care system, with funding
management accomplished by the Uniformed Services
University of the Health Sciences.)

3,000
10,000
10,000
3,000
4,000

2,550
10,000
6,000
2,550
3,400

Tuberous Sclerosis Complex (TSC) Research (Note: Only
for Tuberous Sclerosis Complex research to better
understand the role and function of proteins produced by
the TSC1 and TSC2 tumor suppressor genes.)

4,000

2,000

U.S. Military Cancer Institute at Uniformed Services
University of the Health Sciences
Veterans Collaborative Care Model Program
Medical Error Demonstration Project
Peer Reviewed Medical Research Program
Hawaii Federal Health Care Network
Clinical Coupler Integration

3,000

2,550

2,000
50.000
22,000
10,000

1,700
1,500
50,000
19,700
7,000

14,283,041
284,242
394,214
14,961,497

14,100,386
284,242
458,914
14,843,542

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation
Army Peer-Reviewed Breast Cancer Research Program
Army Peer-Reviewed Prostate Cancer Research Program
Chronic Mylogenous Leukemia Research
Comprehensive Breast Care Project (CBCP) (Note: Only
for the Uniformed Services University of the Health
Sciences to continue on-going efforts among Walter Reed
Army Medical Center, an appropriate non-profit medical
foundation, and a rural primary health care center.)
Coronary and Prostate Disease Reversal Program (Note:
Only for the Uniformed Services University of the Health
Sciences to continue on-going effort among Walter Reed
Army Medical Center, an appropriate non-profit medical
foundation, and a rural primary health care center.)

Operation and Maintenance
Procurement
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation
Total

House
400,214
150,000

9,000
1,000
2,000
4,000
7,000

14,234,041
278,742
67,214
14,579,997

13,916,791
283,743
400,214
14,600,748

10,000
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DHP REPROGRAMMING PROCEDURES
The conferees share the concerns expressed
in the report accompanying the House
version of the Department of Defense Appropriations bill for fiscal year 2003 regarding
the diversion of funds from DoD military
medical treatment facilities (MTFs) to pay
for contractor-provided medical care. To
limit such transfers within the Defense
Health Program operation and maintenance
account, the conferees agree that the Department of Defense shall follow prior approval reprogramming procedures for transfers with a cumulative value in excess of
$25,000,000 into the Private Sector Care activity group.
In addition, the conferees agree that the
Department of Defense shall provide budget

execution data for all of the Defense Health
Program accounts. Such budget execution
data shall be provided quarterly to the congressional defense committees through the
DD-COMP(M) 1002.
PEER REVIEWED MEDICAL RESEARCH PROGRAM
The Senate recommended $50,000,000 for a
Peer Reviewed Medical Research program.
The conferees agree to provide $50,000,000 for
this program, and recommend the following
projects as candidates for study: acellular
matrix research for military orthopedic
trauma; alcoholism research; amyotrophic
lateral sclerosis; and anti-diarrhea supplement; Army nutrition research; augmented
care in the chain of stroke survival (ACCESS); blood-related cancer research; bonerelated disease research; cell response to

anti-cancer agents, Mt. Sinai cancer research program; casualty care research center; chiropractic care; epilepsy; infectious
disease tracking system; interstitial cystitis
research; low vision reseaoch; medical digital
assistance; miniature renal assist devices;
natural toxin detection technology; neuroscience research; Paget's disease; personal
intelligent medical assistant; Providence
cancer center; respiratory research; smoking
cessation; social work research; and Volume
Angio CAT (VAC) research.
CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS
DESTRUCTION, ARMY
The conference agreement on items addressed by either the House or Senate is as
follows:

[Inthousands
ofdollars)
Budget
CHEM
AGENTS
& MUNITIONS
DESTRUCTION,
ARMY
CHEMDEMILITARIZATION-0&M
CHEM
DEMILITARIZATION-PROC .........................
CHEM
DEMILIIARIZATION-RDTE

....................................

..

.

.. ................................. ...

TOTAL,
CHEM
AGENTS
& MUNITIONS
DESTRUCTION.
ARMY .......

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG
ACTIVITIES DEFENSE

974,238
213.278
302.683
1,490.199

House

Senate

Conference

974.238
213,278
302.683

974,238
213.278
302.683

974,238
213.278
302.683

1.490,199

1.490,199

1,490,199

The conferees included a general provision
(Section 8005) which amends lanaguage providing transfer authority of $2,000,000,000; reion
thousands
ofdollars]
The
conference
agreement
includes
quires a request for multiple reprogramming
$881,907,000
for "Drug Interdiction
and
to be made prior to May 31, 2003; and proHouse
Senate Conference
Counter-drug Activities, Defense" as opposed
vides additional fiscal year 2002 transfer auto $859,907,000 as proposed by the House and Recommended
Reductions
thority.
Tethered
Aerostat
Radar
$916,107,000 as proposed by the Senate. AdThe conferees included a general provision
System
Procurement -58000
-5,000
-5,000
justments to the budget request are as folDEASupport
......
....
-1,300 ..
.
- 1,300 (Section 8021) which amends language to
Transit
Zone
Maritime
lows:
clarify the original intent that incentives
Patrol
Aircraft
-9,000
-4,000
authorized in the Indian Financing Act be
Riverine
Training
DeployEXPLANATION OF PROJECT
LEVEL ADJUSTMENTS
ments
.
-1,00
-1,000
applied broadly. The conferees expect these
TAC
OPS
Support
-1,800
- 1,000 adjustments will be implemented expedi[In thousands
ofdollarsi
T-AGOS
.
........
-13,000
- 13,000
Classified
....................... -17,900 .........
- 17,900 tiously by the publication of an Interim final
House
Senate Conference
rule.
The conferees included a general provision
Recommended
Increases.
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
SOUTUCOM
Reconnais(Section 8029) which amends language directThe conferees agree to provide $157,165,000,
sanceUAVCountering that not more than 6,321 staff years may
drugInitiative
15,100
o as proposed by both the House and Senate,
be funded, and reduces the amount approNational
Counter-narfor the Office of the Inspector General. Of
coticsTrainingCenter.
priated for defense FFRDCs by $74,200,000.
operfor
be
shall
$155,165,000
amount
Hammer
1,000 ................
this
1,000
The conferees included a general provision
ation and maintenance, and $2,000,000 shall
IndianaNational
Guard
(Section 8050) that amends lanaguage recomCounter-drug
Activities
1,00
1,000 be for procurement.
mending rescissions. The recissions agreed to
Nevada
NationalGuard
TITLE VII-RELATED AGENCIES
CD RAID
Counter-drug
are:
Program
2.000
1,000 CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY RETIREMENT
(Rescissrons)
FloridaNational
Guard
AND DISABILITY SYSTEM FUND
Fiscal Year 2001:
Counter-drug
PortInitiative
2,500
2,100
conferees agree to provide $222,500,000
Procurement of Weapons
4,788 forThe
Southwest
BorderFence
6,700
CIARDS instead of $212,000,000
and Tracked Combat
as proMuli-jurisdictional
Vehicles, Army C2V .....
$9,500,000
Counter-drug
Task
posed by both the House and Senate.
4,308
Forceraining ..
5,000
Procurement of AmmuniINTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT
Southwest
Anti-drugBortion, Army: WAM ........
4,000,000
4,300
derStatesInitiative
ACCOUNT
5,000
Other
Procurement,
Tethered
AerostatRadar
The
conferees
agree
to
provide
$163,479,000,
Army:
Semitrailers,
System
at Morgan
City,LA .
4,000
2,200 of which $34,100,000 is for transfer to the DeTankers .......................
8,000,000
C-26 Counter-drug
partment
of
Justice,
instead
of
162,254,000
as
Other
Procurement,
ElectroOpticalSensor
Navy: JTCTS ...............
Upgrades...
.
6,200
5,200 proposed by the House and $122,754,000 as pro5,000,000
YoungMarines
Program
1,500
2,500
1,500 posed by the Senate.
Missile Procurement, Air
Kentucky
NationalGuard
Force: Titan ................
93,600,000
Counter-drug
Actioities
1,000
2,600 PAYMENT TO KAHO'OLAWE ISLAND CONVEY3.600
Fiscal Year 2002:
Northeast
Counter-drug
ANCE, REMEDIATION, AND ENVIRONMENTAL
TrainingCenter. .
8,000
5.000
6,800
RESTORATION FUND
Missile
Procurement,
Tennessee
NationalGuard
Army:
Counter-drug Activities
1,000
1,000
The
conference
agreement
provides
1,00
Stinger ........................
5,150,000
NationalGuardCounter20,000 $75,000,000 for payment to the Kaho'olawa Isdrug Support
Avenger Mods ..............
land Conveyance, Remedlation, and Environ10,000,000
35,000
OH-58RAIDEO/IR
upTOW Fire and Forget ..
13,200,000
grades;
ANG
2,400
mental
Restoration
Fund,
instead
of
4,000
LOSAT .........................
9,300,000
AlaskaNational
Guard
2,700 $25,000,000 as proposed by the House and
Procurement
of
AmmuniCounter-drug
Program
$80,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.
3,000
WestVirginiaNational
tion, Army: RADAM ....
19.000,000
GuardCounter-drug
Other
Procurement,
NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION TRUST FUND
Program . .
3.80
3,500
Army:
RegionalCounter-drug
The conferees agree to provide $8,000,000 as
TrainingAcademy,
Combat Identification
Mississippi .............
1,400 proposed by both the House and the Senate.
2,000
Program ...................
11,000,000
HawaiiCounter-drug
AcTITLE
VII-GENERAL
PROVISIONS
2.700
Spares-EHF Terminal
10,200,000
tivities
.
3,000
The conference agreement incorporated
NGB-Counter-drug
TechMissile Procurement, Air
nologyConsortium
2,600
1.800 general provisions of the House and Senate
Force:
P-3 Counter-drug
EO/IR
1.00 versions of the bill which were not amended.
M A LD ..........................
8,900,000
Upgrades.......
2,000
Those general provisions that were amended
JSOW -B .......................
18,000,000
MidwestRegional
Counter-drug
Training
5,000
3.500
in conference follow:
T itan ...........................
87,700,000

EXPLANATION OFPROJECT LEVEL ADJUSTMENTSContinued
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(Rescissions)

Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation,
Navy:
Naval T&E Airborne
Telemetry System ....
Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation,
Air Force:
B-1B DSUP ..................
B-2 EHF SATCOM .......
Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation,
Defense-Wide:
Towed Decoy ...............
Activitiest
c
.................

1,700,000

45,500,000
23,500,000

3,000,000
4,000,000

SurvivRW
Passive
1,000,000
ability ......................
Chemical and Biologi10,000,000
cal Defense Program
(Note: The conferees agree to rescind Titan
funding in fiscal year 2001 and fiscal year
2002 budgeted for program closeout and facilities shutdown. The conferees note that
launch delays have deferred the last Titan
launch to fiscal year 2005. The conferees believe it is more appropriate to budget for
these activities in the year of performance.
The conferees have made no adjustments to
funds budgeted for special termination
costs.)
The conferees included a general provision
(Section 8065) which amends language limiting the use of funds. The amended provision includes a government-wide appropriations limitation intended by the conferees to
protect the status of a national memorial established under Section 8137 of Public Law
107-117.
The conferees included a general provision
(Section 8095) which amends language making funds available for the Arrow Missile Defense Program.
The conferees included a general provision
(Section 8099) which amends House language
providing $1,700,000 for the Fisher House
Foundation, Inc.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8100) which amends Senate
language which reduces funds available by
$850,000,000 to reflect savings to be achieved
from efficiencies in the procurement of advisory and assistance services.
The conferees included a general provision
(Section 8101) which amends language which
allows the Secretary of Defense to transfer
$1,279,899,000 to fund increases in the cost of
prior year shipbuilding programs.
The conferees included a general provision
(Section 8105) which restores and amends a
fiscal year 2002 provision which, for the period of fiscal years 2003 through 2005, provides the authority to transfer $20,000,000 of
unobligated balances in 'Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Army" to a current year account only for the continuation
of the Army Venture Capital Fund demonstration.
The conferees included a general provision
(Section 8108) which amends Senate language
appropriating $7,750,000 to provide assistance
by grant or otherwise to public schools that
have unusually high concentrations of special needs military dependents enrolled,
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8109) which amends Senate
language which reduces funds available by
$400,000,000 for cost growth in information
technology development,
The conferees included a new general provision (section 8112) which amends House
language reducing funds available in operation
and
maintenance
accounts
by

$120,000,000 for Working Capital Fund cash
balance and rate stabilization adjustments.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8113) which amends House
language reducing funds available in operation
and
maintenance
accounts
by
$48,000,000 for excess funded carryover.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8114) which amends Senate
language providing funds for combating terrorism. The conferees note that the conference agreement includes funds in title II,
Operation and Maintenance, above those requested by the President for the service, Defense-Wide, and Reserve component operation and maintenance appropriations. This
includes funds specifically requested in the
Defense Emergency Response Fund for combating terrorism and related activities,
which in this conference agreement have
been provided in the operation and maintenance appropriations for proper execution.
The provision provides that not less than
$1,000,000,000 of these funds are available for
operations of the Department of Defense to
prosecute the war on terrorism. The conferees direct that these funds be executed as
specifically delineated elsewhere in this
statement.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8115) that amends House language which provides $3,400,000 in "Operation
and Maintenance, Army National Guard"
funds for a grant to the Center for Military
Recruitment, Assessment and Veterans Employment.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8117) that amends Senate language amending Section 8159 of Public Law
107-117.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8118) that amends House language placing limitations on additional
NMCI contract work stations until an Operational Assessment has been conducted and
certified as acceptable to the congressional
defense committees.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8119) which amends House
language which prohibits acquisition of more
than 16 F-22 aircraft until the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics provides a risk assessment to the congressional defense committees.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8120) which amends House
language that allows for the transfer of
funds from the Pentagon Reservation Maintenance Revolving Fund to the Defense
Emergency Response Fund.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8121) which amends House
language concerning development of the
Non-Line of Sight (NLOS) Objective Force
cannon and resupply vehicle program. Language directs the Army to implement an interim capability before complete fielding of
the Objective Force, and ensure that budgetary and programmatic plans will provide
for no fewer than six Stryker Brigade Coinbat Teams.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8123) which amends House
language that limits expenditure of funds
until certain audit decisions have been
made.
The conferees included a general provisions (Section 8126) which amends Senate
language making funds available
from
amounts appropriated in Public Law 107-206
under the heading "DEFENSE EMERGENCY
RESPONSE FUND", for an amount up to the
fair market value of the leasehold interest in
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adjacent properties necessary for the force
protection requirements of Tooele Army
Depot, Utah.
The conferees included a general provision
(Section 8128) which amends Senate language
providing $3,000,000 of "Operation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide" funds for impact aid
for children with severe disabilities.
The conferees included a general provision
(Section 8129) which amends Senate language
appropriating $8,100,000 for grants to the
American Red Cross, the United Service Organizations, Inc., and the Intrepid Sea-AirSpace Foundation.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8135) that amends Senate language which reduces available funds by
$1,674,000,000 to reflect savings from revised
economic assumptions.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8140) which amends Senate
language which earmarks $3,000,000 of funds
available in this Act for a grant to the National D-Day Museum.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8144) which amends Senate
language authorizing that up to September
30, 2003, the President may waive conditions
described in section 1305 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000
(Public Law 106-65; 22 U.S.C. 5952 note) if the
President submits to Congress a written certification meeting several criteria.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8145) which amends Senate
language amending sections 305 and 309 of
the Supplemental Appropriations Act for
Fiscal year 2002 (Public Law 107-206).
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8146) which amends Senate
language amending section 310 of the Supplemental Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year
2002 (Public Law 107-206) modifying a grant
for the purpose of supporting community adjustment activities relating to the closure of
a Naval Security Group Activity.
The conferees included a general provision
(Section 8148) which amends Senate language
which provides $5,000,000 of "Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-Wide" funds for operation of domestic violence fatality review
teams.
The conferees included a general provision
(Section 8149) which limits the issuance of
government purchase and travel charge
cards for Department of Defense personnel.
The provision requires the Secretary of Defense to conduct a credit check before
issuing to an individual a charge card, and
prohibits the issuance of a charge card to an
individual who is not found credit worthy.
The conferees understand that this provision
allows an individual with no credit history
to be issued a restricted-use charge, debit, or
stored value card.
The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8150) which amends Senate
language directing the Secretary of the Navy
to transfer administrative jurisdiction of the
law enforcement training facility at the
former Charleston Naval Base.
The conferees included a new title IX
which provides the Secretary of Defense the
authority to make loan guarantees to eligible U.S. commercial providers for the purpose of producing commercial reusable
inspace transportation services or systems.
CONFERENCE TOTAL-WITH
COMPARISONS
The total new budget (obligational) authority for the fiscal year 2003 recommended
by the Committee of Conference, with comparisons to the fiscal year 2002 amount, the
2003 budget estimates, and the House and
Senate bills for 2003 follow:
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[In thousands of dollars]
er who flouts the rule of law is a menNew budget (obligatIonal)
ace to liberty and democracy.
authority, fiscal year
In my mind, the President has made
2002 .................................
$334,239,062 a strong case that Iraq must disarm,
Budget estiimates of new
pursuant to the United Nations resolu(obligational) authority,
fiscal year 2003 ................
366,671,630 tions enacted following the close of the
House bill, fiscal year 2003
354,712,914 Persian Gulf War. But the President
Senate bill, fiscal year 2003
355,405,941 did not convince me that we should go
to war and go it alone, nor has he made
Conference agreement, fiscal year 2003 ....................
355,107,380 the case that we should change our
Conference
agreement
longstanding policy and defy intercompared with:
national law and commit to a first
New
budget
strike.
(obligational) authorThe threat posed by Iraq is a threat
+20,868,318
ity, fiscal year 2002 ......
which confronts the entire world, not
Budget estimates of new
just America. This resolution before us
(obligational) authorgives the President authorization to
ity, fiscal year 2003 ......
-11,564,250
House bill, fiscal year
send American troops into Iraq to
2003 ..............................
+394,466 strike unilaterally and, indeed, to
Senate bill, fiscal year
strike first. Congress has never before
2003 ..............................
-298,561
granted this extraordinary power to
JERRY LEWIS,
any previous President. We can address
BILL YOUNG,
the threat posed by Saddam Hussein
JOE SKEEN,
without expanding Presidential authorDAVE HOBSON,
ity beyond constitutional standards.
HENRY BONILLA,
A declaration of war is the ultimate
GEORGE R. NETHE RCUTT,
act of humankind. It presumes to
Jr.,
endow the declarant with the right to
RANDY "DUKE"
kill. In many instances, it amounts to
CUNNINGHAM,
a sentence of death, not just for the
RODNEY P.
FRELINGHUYSEN
guilty but for the innocent as well,
TODD TIAHRT,
whether civilian or soldier. In measurJOHN P. MURTHA,
able respects, that is why the Framers
NORMAN D. DICKS,
of our Constitution wisely assigned the
MARTIN OLAV SAB
power to commit America to war not
PETER J. VISCLOSIKY,
to the President but to the people's
JAMES P. MORAN,
democratic representatives
in ConDAVE R. OBEY
(Except for sec 8149
gress.
The President should approach Conrelating to cor porate
expatriates),
gress and ask for a declaration of war
Managers on the Part of the House.
when and only when he determines
DANIEL K. INOUYE
that war is unavoidable. The resolution
ERNEST F. HOLLIN GaS,
before us leaves the question of war
ROBERT C. BYRD,
open-ended by both expressing support
PATRICK J. LEAHY
for diplomacy and authorizing the
TOM HARKIN,
President to use force when he feels it
BYRON L. DORGAN
is the correct course of action. Yet, in
RICHARD J. DURBI N,
his own words, President Bush stated
HARRY REID,
DIANNE FEINSTEIN
that "war is not unavoidable." So why,
HERB KOHL,
then, is he insisting on being given
TED STEVENS,
now, today, the power to go to war?
THAD COCHRAN,
We are the lone superpower economiARLEN SPECTER,
cally and militarily in the world. Our
PETE V. DOMENICI
words have meaning, our actions have
CHRISTOPHER S. B O0ND,
consequences beyond what we can see.
MITCH MCCONNELl L,
The implications of a unilateral first
RICHARD C. SHELBY,
strike
authorization
for war
are
JUDD GREGG,
chilling. A unilateral attack could lead
KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON,
the world into another dangerous era
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
of polarization and create worldwide
instability. It would also set a danAUTHORIZATION
USE
OF gerous precedent that could have a devFOR
MILITARY FORCE AGAIN1ST IRAQ astating
impact
on
international
RESOLUTION OF 2002
norms.
Consider India and Pakistan, ArmeMr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, it is with
pleasure I yield 5 minutes t( o the gen- nia
and
Azerbaijan,
Russia
and
tleman from California (Mr. BECERRA), Chechnya, Cyprus, Taiwan, Colombia,
a member of the Committee on Ways Northern Ireland, Central Africa. How
might the people or the government in
and Means.
Mr. BECERRA. 1\/r. Speake r, I thank any of these countries which are enthe gentleman for yielding ti me to me. gaged in or at the brink of hostilities
Mr. Speaker, any nation en gaged in a interpret this resolution today? Why
program of building weapon s of mass should not other countries adopt the
destruction presents a dangerr to inter- President's unilateral and first strike
national peace and stability. Any lead- policy to address conflicts or threats

October 9, 2002
themselves? Would not a unilateral attack galvanize other potential enemies
around the globe to strike at the
United States and our interests?
In our efforts to focus on what the
President described as a grave and
gathering danger thousands of miles
away in Iraq, let us not lose sight of
the dangers which are grave and
present, not gathering but present,
here at home: the al Qaeda plots targeting our airports, our water treatment facilities, our nuclear power
plants, our agricultural crops.
Just this Tuesday, CIA director
George Tenet told Congress that Saddam Hussein, if provoked by fears that
an attack by the United States was imminent, might help Islamic extremists
launch an attack on the United States
with weapons of mass destruction. We
must consider how our actions may impact on the safety of the American people. The answer may not be always
what we expect.
We must also ask, will the death and
destruction it takes to eliminate a sovereign, albeit rogue government, lead
to good will by the Iraqi people toward
America and Americans?
Well, let us look at the record. During the Gulf War of 1999, we dropped
some 250,000 bombs, many of them
smart bombs, over a 6-week period on
Iraqi forces. That is close to 6,000
bombs per day. We deployed over
500,000 troops. The war cost over $80
billion. None of that money was spent
on reconstruction in Kuwait, and all of
this is what it took simply to expel
Iraq from tiny Kuwait.
And what is our, and for that matter
the world's, recent record on supporting post-war reconstruction? Ask
the people of Bosnia and of Kosovo, and
now ask the Afghanis.
Certainly there are situations where
the United States must prepare or be
prepared to act alone. I voted in September, 2001, to give the President that
power to punish those who attacked
this Nation on September 11. But the
question is, are we at the point on the
question of Iraq to go to war without
international support?
Mr. Speaker, the President was clear
in his speech on Monday. Iraq can lead
us down a dangerous course, but I believe it is time for us to recognize that
if we do this, we do this together, not
alone.
Let us vote for the separate resolution, go the right way and send a good
message, not just to Iraq but to the
rest of the world.
Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, in order to have the dialogue stay focused, I think we need to
periodically look at the threat.
We have no doubt in this body.
Speakers on both sides of the aisle
have repeated the need to deal with
someone who has used mustard gas and
other agents against his own people.
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There is no question in this body about
the war crimes committed by this dictator.
But when we talk about the threat
not being imminent, I just want to
read from an unclassified document
something for us all to focus on as we
again talk about do we or do we not
empower the President to deal with all
the cards in his hand, not missing the
one of potential military action.
"Mustard gas, potential agents based
on best estimates, 200 metric tons;
sarin gas, 200 metric tons; VX, up to 200
metric tons; and anthrax, at least 8,500
liters. That is 2,245 gallons, but it could
be as much as 10-fold that, 22,457 gallons of anthrax.
We all know in this body all too well
what an almost infinitesimal amount
in an envelope can do. I hope that we
will think about this as we talk about
whether or not to empower the President to have all the full force of our
military at his disposal in negotiations.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from California (Ms. ESHOO), a member of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.
Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from New Jersey for yielding time to me.
Mr. Speaker, the Congress is now debating the most serious and sobering of
issues, whether we go to war, war
against Iraq. We do this as we stand on
the threshold of a new century.
I believe this debate is as much about
voting to declare war as it is about
what kind of country we are and what
we want our country to be in the future. This resolution of war is an extraordinary and unwise departure from
our history of a principled American
tradition, that we stand foursquare
against unprovoked attacks and for a
foreign policy of deterrence.
The Bush doctrine reverses this policy and sets forth that the United
States of America has the unrestricted
right to attack other nations. This resolution trades deterrence for preemption.
This
resolution
trade
multilateralism for unilateralism.
This go-it-alone policy has become
the imprimatur of this administration.
We have witnessed their abrogation of
nearly every international treaty they
inherited from previous Republican and
Democratic administrations.
This administration has allowed the
underfunding of the Nunn-Lugar law,
leaving the tools of terrorists unprotected and up for grabs across the
former Soviet Union.
This administration has withdrawn
from the ABM Treaty, withdrawn from
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty,
withdrawn from START II, rejected the
Biological Weapons Convention, and
rejected the International Criminal
Court.

This administration makes war the
first and only option, rather than a last
resort. It has, in one brief summer and
fall, upended decades of our time-tested, tenacious foreign policy of deterrence, which has served our Nation and
the world so well.
El 2330
The President has not answered the
haunting questions of thousands of my
constituents and the American people.
Why now? How many troops will we
need to wage this war? What will it
cost? How long will we be there? What
is the plan to manage the chaos in the
aftermath of regime change; and, finally, how will it affect the war on terrorism?
Respected
military
leaders
and
statesmen have testified to Congress
about their deep concerns with preemption and unilateralism. These experts
have seriously undercut the President's
case of what Saddam Hussein has and
the President's remedy to deal with it.
And classified briefings have raised
more questions than answers.
Today's newspapers were filled with
the information that our own intelligence agencies have concluded that
Saddam Hussein is unlikely to initiate
a chemical or biological attack against
the United States. Not one of us carries
a brief for Saddam Hussein. We know
what he has done and we know how he
rules. We know about his accumulation
of chemical and biological weapons and
the other weapons that threaten his
neighbors and us.
Our answer today, send a thousand
troops of weapons inspectors to Iraq.
This time they must have unrestricted
access to everything and with deadlines to achieve disarmament. The
world community will watch and as we
disarm him. He will loosen the noose
he holds.
We can be tough and principled as we
have been in the past. We can bring
other nations with us and when we do,
Saddam will know he cannot dodge or
be deceitful any longer. That is why I
support the Spratt resolution which
calls for action only if the U.N. determines action is required and the President seeks approval from the Congress.
Finally, Mr. Speaker, when the framers wrote our Constitution, their vision
spoke to the innermost yearnings of
every human being, then, over the centuries, and now. They created what I
have called the best idea that is ever
been born: democracy. Their call is the
same today in this new century that we
lead through the enduring strength of
our democratic principles backed by
the might we possess. Today our Constitution and my conscience beckon me
to oppose the President's resolution for
war. I shall vote against the resolution
and I urge my colleagues to do so as
well.
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
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necticut (Mr. LARSON), a member of the
Committee on Armed Services.
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me time.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in an effort to
unite this body behind the Spratt resolution. I oppose House Joint Resolution
114 because this resolution sets a dangerous new precedent in foreign policy,
a policy of preemptive first strikes and
go-it-alone unilateralism. This is a radical departure
from long-standing
United States policy of deterrence, diplomacy, containment and collective
security. We are drifting away from the
successful coalition-building of formerPresident George Bush in Desert Storm
and our current President's administration's coalition that is currently
prosecuting the war on terror in Afghanistan.
We are united behind the President
in his continued prosecution of this
war on terror, a mission we need to relentlessly pursue and not be deterred
from. We are united behind the President in our efforts before the United
Nations, and strongly support a tough,
new, robust, unfettered weapons inspection process that is currently being
negotiated by Colin Powell. We are in
unanimous agreement about the brutal
dictatorship of Saddam Hussein, the
atrocities he has perpetuated against
other nations and his own people, and
the need to remove him. We stand
united behind our men and women of
our armed services no matter the outcome of the vote.
Where we differ is not whether, but
how, we address this threat. As former
Secretary of State Jim Baker points
out it is not whether to use military
force to achieve this, but how we go
about it. While we address the nearterm danger presented by Saddam Hussein, we must be equally mindful of the
dangerous long-term consequences of
first-strike, go-it-alone policy. To that
extent, there is a notable divide in past
and current Bush administrations and
within this Congress and amongst people across this Nation.
This divide stems from those advocating the abandonment of long-standing policy in favor of going it alone.
This is not about the use of force. I
voted for the use of force in Kosovo and
in Afghanistan. It is about the preemptive and unilateral use of force. The
United States is the undisputed preeminent military, social and economic
leader in the world; but there are many
issues we simply cannot solve alone.
Issues like the environment, disease
and global economic stability are but a
few examples and only further underscore the problematic concerns of our
ongoing debate about going alone.
There is no question that we have the
military might or that we will prevail
against Iraq or any nation. But what
lingers is whether we have the restraint as the world's lone superpower
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to lead by the rule of law and use our
terrible swift swords only as a last resort.
The goal of the administration is to
isolate Saddam Hussein and bring
about his demise. In the process we
must make sure that it is not the
United States that is isolated and
alone. For even with all our military
might and resources, we cannot solve
all the global problems by ourselves.
The internationalist wing of the Republican Party best expressed the perils of preemption, in going it alone in
Brent Scowcroft, the former National
Security Advisor to both President
Ford and former President Bush, who
has argued that attacking Iraq will
take away from the effort against the
war on terror and do long-term damage
to the stability needed in the Middle
East.
Retired
generals
like
Norman
Schwarzkopf and Secretary of State
Eagleburger, hardly appeasers, come
down on the side of caution and coalition building. General Zinni, retired
Commander in Chief of U.S. Central
Command, talks about the need to be
intensely involved in the peace process
between Israel and Palestine. In staying focused on Osama bin Laden and al
Qaeda, he wonders aloud about those in
the administration who have never
served in the military who seem so
anxious to place our troops in harm's
way; and those in the administration
who characterize heroes like General
Wesley Clark, former Commander in
Chief of the U.S. European Command,
who urged the two-step approach of the
Spratt resolution and calls them
dreamers.
This is a time that the President,
Congress, and the people need to be
united. It is why we have introduced
the Spratt resolution. This resolution
strengthens the President's hand and
demonstrates national resolve. It preserves the constitutional authority
that resides with Congress and does not
abrogate our role to the executive
branch.
The people in my district feel strongly about this and have spoken out in
town hall meetings. They are deeply
opposed to a go-it-alone policy; and
while
understanding
the potential
threat posed by Saddam, they want us
to pursue the course the President outlined before the United Nations.
Make no mistake, there is broad support for the President and implicit understanding of the awesome responsibility he bears as Commander in Chief.
There is also an equal expectation that
elected representatives will ask the
tough questions and will measure the
consequences and collateral damage of
our actions. Our system is one of
checks and balances; and clearly from
my perspective, the use of force preemptively and unilaterally needs to be
held in check, debated, discussed and
not rubber stamped in a climate of fear
and crisis.

The people's House must question the
unintended consequences of this new
policy. What are those consequences?
What will be the collateral damage associated with preemptive unilateral attacks?
I say it can be said no better than our
Ambassador to Saudi Arabia, Robert
Jordan, when I asked him if we were
facing a gathering storm in the Middle
East. He replied, no, Congressman, you
are from New England. Surely you
have read the book or seen the movie.
This is not a gathering storm. This has
all the makings of the perfect storm.
Our relationship with our allies in
the Middle East in the prosecution of
the war on terrorist is fragile. There is
great unrest in the region from economic instability to religious fanatics
spewing hate towards the United
States. A preemptive unilateral attack
on Saddam Hussein could accomplish
what Osama bin Laden failed to do, and
that is unite the Islamic world in a
jihad against the United States. Going
it alone may well bring down a tin pan
dictator, but will the consequences of
that be the recruitment of tens of
thousands of new terrorists bound for
our shores?
fl 2340
Thomas Friedman, noted New York
Times columnist, spoke at a recent
book tour about the long-term consequences of our doctrine, and I was
struck by the reaction of a man who
simply reached into his wallet and
showed a picture to Friedman of his
children.
Nothing else need be said. Support
the Spratt amendment.
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from California (Mr. HONDA), a member of the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.
Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New Jersey for
yielding me the time.
I rise this evening as Congress considers one of the most difficult decisions a nation must make. President
Bush and leaders from the House negotiated a resolution to authorize the use
of force against Iraq. However, this
new resolution still allows the President to launch a unilateral, preemptive
attack without providing any evidence
to Congress that the U.S. is under imminent threat.
The President says that he is willing
to go it alone against Iraq as a last resort, but there is no mechanism in this
resolution to ensure that it is just
that, a last resort.
Let one thing be clear. A vote for
this resolution is more than an authorization for use of force. It is a declaration of war, and I will oppose it.
We all agree that it is critical for the
United States and the world community to ensure that Saddam Hussein is
not developing weapons of mass de-
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struction. I believe we can accomplish
this goal by working with the U.N. Security Council to gain consensus on a
tough and effective plan to gain unfettered access to inspect Iraq facilities.
A powerful multinational force created
by the U.N. would carry legitimacy and
strong support in the United States
and abroad. If the U.N. does not heed
our call to action, then other options
should be explored.
As of today, it is clear that the administration has yet to exhaust diplomatic options.
Many generals, military strategists
and Republican policy-makers have expressed reservations with President
Bush's approach to Iraq. Iraq does not
exist in a vacuum. The decisions our
government makes relative to Iraq will
have consequences that will extend to
all corners of the world, as well as potentially destabilize the Middle East.
Will the concentration of our Armed
Forces in Iraq limit our resources for a
war against al Qaeda?
Additionally, experts agree that a
war against Iraq will be much different
than the Gulf War. Intensive, urban
combat against an entrenched force is
likely. How many thousands of American lives is the administration willing
to imperil? What are the long-term
plans for the stabilization of Iraq, and
how many billions of dollars will this
cost American taxpayers?
After September 11, the United
States made great strides with the
international community in our war
against terror. A unilateral effort by
the United States would not only
weaken our relationship with our allies
but also will increase resentment in
the volatile Middle East and further
embolden
anti-American
opinion
throughout the world.
We must rid Saddam Hussein of any
weapons of mass destruction. However,
I urge the administration to continue
to work with the U.N. to gain support
for a tough resolution with an accompanying national multinational force,
if necessary. Diplomatic efforts must
continue. This war can still be avoided;
and, as such, I cannot vote to put
American lives and innocent civilians
in harm's way, straight from our war
against terror, or create uncertainty
that could further hamper our struggling economy.
I will not support this resolution.
Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH), a member of the Committee on International
Relations, in fact, the Chairman of the
Subcommittee on East Asia and the
Pacific and a man who has great insight into this region.
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, as all
Members know, this resolution involves a difficult set of decisions that
neither the Congress nor the executive
can duck. Anyone who is not conflicted
in their judgment is not thinking seriously.
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For myself, I have enormous regard
for our President and great respect for
his sworn policy advisers, but I have
come to the conclusion that this resolution misfits the times and the circumstances. There may be a case for a
regime change, but not for war against
Iraq and its people.
Because time is brief, I would like to
emphasize three points:
One, given the events of 9/11, a doctrine of preemption has a modicum of
legitimacy. But the greater our power,
the more important it is to use it with
restraint. Otherwise, it will be seen as
hubristic, with a strong prospect of
counterproductive ramifications. Engaging in war the wrong way can too
easily jeopardize the underlying conflict against terrorism and undercut
core American values and leadership
around the world.
Two, there are many so-called end
game elements that have not been adequately addressed. They range from the
dilemma of street combat to problems
of postwar governance to worldwide
Muslim reaction.
Three, and most profoundly, this resolution is based on a misunderstanding
of modern science as it applies to weapons of war. The assumption is that
there is a compelling case to preempt a
nuclear weapons program, but what is
little understood is that Iraq already
controls a weapon of mass destruction
more dangerous than nuclear bombs,
biological agents, and what is underestimated is the nature of his likely response to outside intervention.
The tactical assumption is that Saddam will be on the defensive with an
American and British attack, but the
likelihood is that, as troubling as end
game problems are, the "beginning
conflict" issues may be the most difficult ever confronted in the region and
possibly in all of modern warfare. When
a cornered tyrant is confronted with
the use or lose option with his weapons
of mass destruction and is isolated in
the Arab world unless he launches a
jihad against Israel, it is not hard to
imagine what he will choose.
Israel has never faced a graver challenge to its survival. The likelihood is
that weapons of mass destruction, including biological agents, will be immediately unleashed in the event of
Western intervention in Iraq. In the
Gulf War, Saddam launched some 40
Scud missiles against Israel, none with
biological agents. Today, he has mobile
labs, tons of such agents and an assortment of means to deliver them.
It is true that his stockpiles could be
larger in years to come, but Members
must understand that the difference
between a few and a few hundred tons
of anthrax or plague may not be determinative. These are living organisms
that can multiply. They can invade a
region and potentially the planet.
The most important issue is not the
distinction between the various resolu-

tions before us, each should be defeated, but the need to rethink our responsibilities in the manner in which
they are carried out. Regime change
can be peaceful, it can be discreetly
violent, but it need not necessarily entail war.
Over the last half century America's
led the world in approaches expanding
international law and building up
international institutions. The best
chance we have to defeat terrorism and
the anarchy it seeks is to widen the application of law and the institutions,
including international ones that make
law more plausible, acceptable and, in
the end, enforceable.
Strategies of going it alone, doctrines of unilateralism must be reviewed with care. Nothing plays more
into the hands of terrorists than America lashing out. Nothing is more difficult for them than international solidarity. Americans would be wise to
craft strategies which are based on our
original revolutionary appeal to a decent respect for the opinions of mankind.
We used to have a doctrine of MAD,
mutually assured destruction, between
United States and the USSR. No one
seriously contemplated aggression because of the consequences.
Today, for the first time in human
history, we have a doctrine of mutually
assured destruction between two smaller countries, Iraq and Israel, one with
biological weapons, the other nuclear.
The problem is that an American intervention could easily trigger an Iraqi biological attack on Israel which could
be met by a nuclear response. Not only
would we be the potential precipitating
actor but our troops would be caught in
crosswinds and crossfire.
El 2350
This is a strategic precipice we
should step back from.
The United States today faces a series of
challenges unprecedented in our history.
The 20th century was symbolized by three
great international struggles: World War I and
the challenge of aggressive nationalism, World
War II and the battle against fascism, and the
Cold War challenge of defeating communism.
Now the United States is confronted with
the menace of international terrorism, a phenomenon as old as recorded history, but with
elements that are new because of the potential for access to weapons of mass destruction
(WMD), the manipulation of religious precepts,
and the transnational character of international
terrorism in a globalized world.
At issue today is the potential crystallization
of these challenges in the Iraqi regime of Saddam Hussein, and the appropriate response of
the United States and the world community.
In American history explaining what we do
and why we do it is important. Our first revolutionary document, the Declaration of Independence, was an exposition of political philosophy and an explanation of grievances that
compelled Americans to act. Today, in a world
in which rumor and paranoia and distrust is

pervasive, we are obligated to be precise in
laying out our objectives and the rationale for
military or other actions.
In this regard, there is in Eastern history a
hallowed intellectual methodology for determining when a particular military intervention
may be considered ethical. This doctrine, developed by ecclesiastics and jurists, followed
by statesmen, instinctively accepted by the
peoples of many countries in tradition and
right, is the doctrine of just war. What is this
doctrine? Briefly, it holds that for war to be
considered just, it must be animated by a just
cause and informed by righteous intention,
that it be undertaken by lawful political authority and only as a last resort, and that resort to
force be proportionate to the nature of the
wrongs committed.
The just war issue is relevant for two interrelated reasons. First, the issue of war involves the gravest of moral questions. Second, not merely the theory but the history of
international relations since the First World
War embodies distinctions between just and
unjust causes of war. The Covenant of the
League of Nations, the United Nations Charter, and the Charter of the Military Tribunal at
Nuremberg all reject the doctrine of realpolitik,
the anarchical notion that ours is a Hobbesian
world where might makes right.
Although there is a "realist" school of international relations theory which asserts that
raw national interest considerations alone
should govern all policy making, the more progressive view is that modern world politics are
founded upon a conception of international society analogous to the laws and customs of
coercion in domestic societies, that resort to
violence in international affairs must be regarded either as response to lawful police action or crime. In other words, resort to armed
force in international affairs is legitimate only if
it is used on behalf or in service to the fundamental principles and purposes undergirding
international law.
Thus the moral philosopher Michael Walzer
observes that "aggression is the name we
give to the crime of war." Indeed, the founders
of the United Nations were determined, in the
words of the Charter, "to save succeeding
generations from the scourge of war

. . .

and

to ensure, by the acceptance of the principles
and the institution of methods, that armed
force shall not be used, save in the common
interest." Similarly, the Charter obligates the
Member States of the UN to "settle their international disputes by peaceful means," as well
as "refrain in their international relations from
the threat or use of force against the territorial
integrity or political independence of any
State, or in any manner inconsistent with the
Purposes of the United Nations" (Articles 2(3)
and 2(4)). Instead, the Charter attempts to enshrine a system of collective security in which
the security Council is authorized to "determine the existence of any threat to the peace,
breach of the peace, or act of aggression" and
to "decide what measures shall be taken ...
to maintain international peace and security"
(Article 39).
In postwar American diplomacy, the classic
exposition of this principle was stated by
President Truman in October 1945, when he
declared that the fundamentals of American
foreign policy would rest in part on the proposition "that the preservation of peace between
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nations requires a United Nations Organization
comprised of all the peace-loving nations of
the world who are willing to use force if necessary to insure peace."
The concept of international law enforcement through collective security, therefore, is
embodied in the UN Charter and is an integral
part of international law, as well as-through
the Supremacy Clause-the law of the United
States.
Here, the constitutional duty of Congress is
clear. Not only does the Constitution vest the
power to declare war in Congress, but also it
further contemplates th a status or condition
fairly described by armed hostility between the
U.S. and another state-whether a declared or
undeclared war-must be legislatively authorized.
The framers of the Constitution believed that
the gravest of all governmental decision-the
making of war-should not be the responsibility of a single individual. It should be taken
by a democratically elected, geographically
and socially balanced legislature after careful
debate and deliberation. It would either be tyrannical or irresponsible for a Congress of, by,
and for the people to shirk its responsibility
and transfer the power to make war to the
Presidency. In America, after all, process is
our most important product.
In this context, neither the Congress nor the
Executive can duck the fundamental question
of Constitutional fidelity.
Perspective is always difficult to apply to
events of the day, but it would appear that in
wake of the events of 9/11 a watershed in
American history occurred. A concerned terrorist attack was perpetrated against our institutions, people, and way of life. The imperative
to respond is clear. Less clear how and
against whom.
In the period following 9/11 the Executive
Branch began to articulate a bold new doctrine
of national security, both to shape our response to the new dangers of international terrorism and to define a new vision of leadership for the United States in world affairs.
According to this new national security concept, the United States should be prepared to
act decisively and unilaterally to eliminate potential terrorist threats. Because suicidal terrorists use anarchist techniques rather than rely
on traditional armies, the case for America to
reserve the right to take preemptive, anticipatory military action in the name of self-defense must be considered. In practical terms,
since terrorist groups may either be assisted
by foreign powers, or seek sanctuary in weak
countries with limited control of their own borders, the option to intervene in another nationstate to constrain rogue behavior cannot be
ruled out. Likewise, the doctrine contemplates
the need to counter the threat that certain despotic regimes-like those the President labeled as evil: Iran, Iraq and North Korea-may
develop or actually possess weapons of mass
destruction and threaten to use them or put
them in the hands of terrorists. In addition, because our own power is so disproportionate,
and because the threat from international terrorists so grave, the strategy suggests that
America need no longer be constrained in its
actions by international rules, treaties, and
even traditional security partnerships.
While elements of the new doctrine are not
new, the public articulation of a doctrine of

preemption is in fact a novel departure. In
terms of precedents, the Congressional Research Service reports that the U.S. "has
never, to date, engaged in a 'preemptive' military attack against another nation. Nor has the
U.S. ever attacked another nation militarily
prior to its having first been attacked or prior
to U.S. citizens or interests having first been
attacked, with the singular exception of the
Spanish-American War." The latter being
unique, in that the principal stated goal of U.S.
military action was to compel Spain to grant
Cuba its political independence.
There is of course ample precedent for the
United States using its military to intervene in
other nations to support our national security
interests. Citing the Monroe Doctrine, which
outlined American objection to European colonialism in this hemisphere, the United States
intervened repeatedly in the Caribbean and
Central America in the 19th and 20th centuries. In addition, the U.S. employed overt
military force to seek regime change in Mexico
in 1914 and Panama in 1989, as well as covert action in Iran and Central America in the
1950s.
Of greater historical relevance, the most significant instance in which the U.S. seriously
contemplated preemptive military action was
during the Cuban missile crisis of October
1962. Despite the introduction by the Soviet
Union of nuclear-capable ballistic missiles into
Cuba that could threaten most of the eastern
United States, President Kennedy considered
and rejected preemptive options, imposed a
U.S. military "quarantine" around Cuba, and
ultimately reached a peaceful diplomatic solution.
Hence it is imperative that Congress and
the American people debate the long-term foreign policy consequences of a potential, largely unilateral, strike against Iraq that may well
not be supported by many of our historic allies. It is also crucial that Congress review the
logic and implications of a new global strategy
apparently premised on go-it-alone interventionist themes which, if taken to extreme,
could erode the foundation of the rule-based,
post-World War II international system the
United States largely helped to create.
While the threat of transnational terrorism
self-evidently requires a robust response, the
implication of the United States using its extraordinary power and authority at this critical
juncture in world history to ensconce and legitimize the principle of preemption as a basis
for conduct in international relations is profound. One need only to contemplate the application of this principle by others elsewhere,
such as South Asia, the Taiwan Strait, or the
Middle East, to grasp its potential reach.
It is suggested to many around the world
that the United States may be disproportionately relying on military power rather than the
strength of law and persuasion to attempt to
"lock in" a favorable order that commands the
allegiance of others. In the language of political scientists, our new approach could suggest a strategy less of transformation than dictation.
The question is not simply whether the new
doctrine of preemption has a modicum of legitimacy-the events of 9/11 suggest it doesbut whether it is applied with proper judgment
and appropriate restraint. The greater the
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power, the more important it is used with care.
Otherwise, the danger is the use of force will
be viewed as hubristic with its application likely to be counterproductive. Iraq is a case in
point. The goal of regime change must involve
an approach that enhances rather than retards
international support for core American values
like democracy and respect for individual
rights. Engaging in war the wrong way can
jeopardize the outcome not only of the underlying conflict against terrorism but American
leadership on a host of international issues
from arms control to commerce to the environment.
Unilateralist approaches sow unease and
distrust of American power and American motives from Brussels to Johannesburg, from
Sao Paulo and to Seoul. They dissipate reservoirs of good will for the United States and
reduce, rather than expand, the pool of cooperation that we can draw on in the future.
The nature of the foreign policy challenges
we face-curbing the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction, eliminating terrorism,
combating the spread of diseases like HIV/
AIDs, promoting free trade and market economics, advancing respect for human rights
and the rule of law-cannot be met by one
country, no matter how powerful, acting alone.
Three years ago in one of the most irrational acts of the Senate in the 20th century a
comprehensive test ban (CTB) was turned
down. Upon taking office, the Bush Administration concurred in this judgment, and then in
a little noticed decision rejected a protocol that
had been long in negotiation to the Biological
and Toxin Weapons Convention (BWC) which
would have added new verification provisions
to that treaty. Ironically, if a CTB had been
ratified, there would be more worldwide support for U.S. efforts to deter small states from
obtaining nuclear arms and if the BWC protocol had been adopted the case for inspectors entering Iraq would be iron clad.
Count me among those who believe Saddam Sussein must be removed from office
and his weapons of mass destruction destroyed, but also as one who is concerned
with the unilateral veer in American foreign
policy. We cannot lead the world unless we
pay attention and, to the maximum degree appropriate, give respect to the judgments and
opinions of others.
Policeman for the world is a lonely beat. It
makes us a target. More, not less, vulnerable.
Leadership requires resolve; it also demands restraint, and an understanding that
there are both prudential and real limits to
America's unparalleled power. Likewise leadership requires magnanimity, an understanding of what causes people to rebel, and
an uplifting, inclusive vision of a world order
which realistically deals with the causes of
conflict.
At issue with the Iraqi crisis is less an outcome where individual nation-states may be
winners or losers, but one in which the international system has an enormous stake. From
challenge springs opportunity. Hopefully, once
the storm clouds have passed, the international community will be able to conclude
that the United Nations has functioned as its
founders intended. But if this conflict is not resolved in a way that upholds the authority and
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the credibility of the United Nations, our current international structure will be seriously deranged and grievously jeopardized.
In this regard, as the prospect for conflict increases, the danger of unintended martyrdom
also rises. The United States must be careful
to ensure that its policies do not turn a tinhorn Hitler into an Islamic Allende.
Hence I would urge the Administration to
make it clear to Saddam that in the event he
continues to defy the will of the United Nations
he will inevitably find himself in the docket before Nuremberg-like proceedings-either the
newly established International Criminal Court
or perhaps an ad hoc tribunal-for egregious
violations of internationally recognized human
rights and arms control conventions.
Potentates, whether petty or mighty, who
through violation of international law attempt to
take the world hostage must be held accountable.
Likewise, the U.S. and UN should make
clear that if any individual in Iraq participates
in usage or unleashing of a weapon of mass
destruction, they also will be held accountable
as war criminals.
Tragically, the United States has not been
able to become a party to the new ICC, which
will be the first permanent international court
with jurisdiction to prosecute the most heinous
individual violators of human rights-genocide,
war crimes, and crimes against humanity.
By background, the United Nations, many
human rights organizations, and many U.S. allies have expressed support for the new court.
The Administration, however, has renounced
any U.S. obligations under the treaty.
Although the U.S. has valid concerns about
the ICC-chiefly that the ICC might become
politicized and capriciously assert jurisdiction
over U.S. soldiers or high officials charged
with "war crimes"-our belligerent opposition
to the Court also carries obvious downside
risks to American leadership.
America's well-deserved reputation as a
champion for human rights and extension of
the rule of law has been called in question.
Our efforts to play hardball in the UN Security
Council by threatening to withhold support for
UN peacekeeping missions unless the U.S. is
granted immunity from the ICC alienated
friends and allies abroad. The withholding of
military assistance to members of the ICC
may be seen as an attempt to undermine the
court and influence the decisions of other
countries to join the ICC. By demanding special treatment in the form of immunity from the
ICC, the United States is seen as bolstering
the perception of its preference for a unilateral
approach to world affairs and a determination
to operate in the world exclusively on our own
terms. As a result, U.S. efforts to build coalitions in support for the war against terrorism
as well as the enforcement of UN resolutions
against Iraq may have been impaired.
As an early advocate for the establishment
of a permanent international criminal court
based on balanced recognition of international
statutes, I confess to being chagrined both at
the inability of the international community to
accommodate legitimate American concerns,
and the all-or-nothing approach of our government that has left us without effective means
to ensure that the ICC operates in ways that
are consistent both with credible rule-of-law

principles and with sensitivity to U.S. interests
designed to advance democratic governance.
The problem is that as a great power called
upon to intervene in areas of the world or disputes such as the Balkans, Afghanistan and
troubled areas of the Middle East, the U.S. is
vulnerable to charges being leveled against
actions which we might reasonably consider to
be peacekeeping, but another power or government might charge to be something very
different. For instance, what would happen if
Serbia were to bring a case against an American naval pilot when such a pilot is operating
under both a U.S. and NATO mandate? The
President has suggested we should, exclusive
of all other countries, be allowed to veto over
applicability of international law with regard to
the ICC. Many other countries, including
strong U.S. allies, have angst about this demand because they see this approach as establishing the principle of one country being
entitled to operate above the law.
This is not an irresolvable dilemma. When
the ICC treaty was under negotiation, it was
the assumption of many that the Security
Council where all the permanent members
have a veto would play a determinative role in
bringing matters better the ICC. If such was
the case, the United States because of its
veto power within the Security Council could
fully protect itself as could the other permanent members. Unfortunately, because the
past administration played an ambivalent role
in development of the treaty, it failed to get the
nuances right. This common sense approach
was not adopted and the Bush administration
was put in the embarrassing position of objecting to an important treaty because of the failed
diplomacy of its predecessor.
Based on discussions with European officials it is my understanding that there may be
an inclination to seek a reasonable compromise on treaty language, even at this late
date. It would appear to be an umbrage to
many countries to craft a provision excluding
the United States alone from ICC jurisdiction,
but it would seem reasonable on a process
basis to return to a Security Council role. On
this basis the U.S. and the international community could be credibly protected.
The court would function as a treaty organization founded on state consent, while respecting Security Council authority to refer any
matters affecting international peace and security to the court's jurisdiction. This approach
has the advantage that it does not make a
pure exception for the United States. Understandable concerns of some countries about
inequitable protection of the nationals of permanent members of the Council would need
to be balanced against the enhanced durability
and legitimacy of the court. A protocol to the
Treaty ensconcing this approach should be
actively pursued today.
Laws, to be effective, must constrain governments in their foreign policies as well as individuals in domestic acts. In order to hold
governments accountable there must be individual accountability at the highest as well as
lowest levels of society. Justice must be
brought to the international frontier or life for
too many will, in Hobbes' piercing phrase,
continue to be "nasty, brutish, and short."
The central issue in classic just-war theory
is the cause question. Just-war theorists from
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Augustine to Grotius typically referred to an offense that was a just cause for war as an
"injuria," a term that meant both injury and injustice. There were three generally accepted
just causes of war: defense against aggression, recovery of property, and punishment.
Wars waged for the first cause were by their
nature defensive. Wars taken to avenge injustice and to punish the perpetrators of injustice
were offensive in the sense that defense of
one's own territory was not necessarily at
issue.
It is sometimes forgotten that the United
States is engaged in military combat operations over Iraq almost every day, maintaining
"no-fly" zones over the northern and southern
parts of the country. A decision by Iraq to ban
almost all U.N. inspections on October 31,
1998, led the U.S. and Britain to conduct a 4day air operation against Iraq on December
16-20, 1998 (Operation Desert Fox). The two
allies launched approximately 415 missiles
and dropped more than 600 bombs targeted
at Iraqi military and logistical facilities. Since
the December 1998 operation, the U.S. and
Britain have carried out air strikes against Iraqi
air defense units and installations on a frequent basis, in response to Iraqi attempts to
target allied aircraft enforcing the no-fly zones.
However, to launch a full-scale military invasion of Iraq, fully considering its potential consequences, based solely on violations of the
no-fly zones would appear to be out of proportion to the offense occasioning it.
A potentially more compelling basis for just
cause would be action undertaken in self-defense, in this case anticipatory self-defense.
Although the UN Charter is premised on the
concept of collective security, it is important to
recognize that the Charter also recognizes the
right of nations to use force for the purpose of
self-defense. Article 51 provides that nothing
in the Charter "shall impair the inherent right
of individual or collective self-defense" in the
event of "armed attack." The question, of
course is what constitutes armed attacks.
In this regard, no American administration
has ever sought to give an expansive interpretation to the definition of an armed attack. Indeed, none of our interventions since the end
of World War II have relied for justification on
the doctrine of preemptive attack.
Tellingly, when the United States was directly threatened during the 1962 Cuban missile crisis, President Kennedy did not invoke
any notion of "anticipatory self-defense."
While the risks of nuclear conflagration were
high, the president's legal arguments were
conservative: the imposition of a naval quarantine was justified by reference to the regional peacekeeping provisions of the U.N.
Charter. More recently, when America has
claimed self-defense, it has been in less controversial settings-citing a clearly defined
threat to U.S. citizens or, after September 11,
the need prevent a second attack by hostile
terrorists.
Rather than expanding the scope of preemptive attack, American statesmen have historically played leading roles in carefully limiting the doctrine.
The classic formulation of the right of preemptive attack was provided by secretary of
State Daniel Webster. In 1837, the British
sought to stamp out a simmering revolt in
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Canada that had received support from private
militias in the Untied States. To cut off this
source of support, British troops launched a
night raid into New York, burning an American
ship and sending it over Niagara falls.
Some five years later, Secretary of State
Webster reached an agreement with the Foreign Office that prohibited future cross-border
raids. Preemptive force under customary international law could be justified only if there was
a "necessity of self-defense, instant, overwhelming, leaving no choice of means, and no
moment for deliberation," and if the use of
force in such circumstance were proportional
to the threat-not "unreasonable or excessive." Webster's formulation remains the core
sense of international law today.
Some might object that these standards are
unreasonable and inappropriate for a new era
of global insecurity hallmarked by the threat of
stateless terrorism. On the other hand, it surely cannot be in our interest to legitimize war by
hunch. The danger is that new standards we
seek to reserve exclusively for our use become legitimate as well for other nationssuch as Russia, China, India and Pakistan. Do
we want to empower others to claim that
issues relating to self-defense are not a proper
subject of international concern, but are solely
unilateral national decisions unreviewable by
any state or multilateral organization? Without
clear standards, whenever a nation believes
that its interests, which it is prepared to characterize as vital, are threatened, then its use
of force in response would become permissible.
As to the precise nature of the threat posed
by Saddam, the historical record is wellknown. Saddam Hussein is a menace to his
own people and a continuing threat to the Middle East and the Persian Gulf. Saddam is
without question an international criminal with
a long rap-sheet.
He began successive wars of aggression
against Iran and Kuwait, amassed a large inventory of chemical and biological weapons in
violation of the Biological and Toxin Weapons
Convention (BWC), and has feverishly sought
to build nuclear arms in violation of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). On the orders of Saddam Hussein, his army committed
some of the worst war crimes in half a century, gassing Kurdish villages and killing thousands of innocent civilians. Even after its defeat in the Persian Gulf War, Saddam sought
to hide and even reconstitute his weapons of
mass destruction in violation of numerous UN
Security Council Resolutions. There is little
dissent, therefore, from the proposition that
the Iraqi regime represents a continuing threat
to the region and a challenge to international
order. Indeed, regime change has been the official policy of the United States under two
presidents, Bill Clinton and George Bush,
since 1998.
What is the urgency of the current threat
from Saddam Hussein? Despite some uncertainties, a great deal is known about Iraqi military capabilities, particularly its conventional
forces.
Despite the loss of some 40 percent of its
army and air force as a result of the Gulf War,
Iraq remains a major military power by regional standards. Iraq still has armed forces
with around 425,000 men, with some 2,200

main battle tanks, 3,700 other armored vehicles, and 2,400 major artillery pieces. It also
has 300 combat aircraft with potential operational status.
By all accounts, sanctions and the impact of
the Gulf War have had a substantial negative
impact. The regime's inability to recapitalize
and modernize its armed forces means that
much of its nominally large military capacity is
either obsolescent or obsolete, with doubtful
combat readiness, and will be difficult to sustain in combat.
Much more ominous are Iraq's weapons of
mass destruction. By way of background, UN
Security Resolution 687, passed in April 1991,
established the formal cease-fire between Coalition forces and Iraq. Key among the terms
was the prohibition against Iraq retaining, acquiring, or developing WMD and long range
missiles. In addition, there was a demand that
Iraq unconditionally accept the destruction, removal or rendering harmless its WMD under
international supervision. However, from the
start of United Nations Special Commission
(UNSCOM) in 1991 through their termination
in 1999 Iraq engaged in the techniques of deception and denial in order to conceal the full
extent of its WMD programs. Although there
were some successes in defeating Iraq's concealment efforts, many other failed.
In December 1999, one year after UNSCOM
left, the UN Security Council passed Resolution 1284, reaffirming all previous UN Security
Council resolutions, disbanding UNSCOM, and
establishing the UN Monitoring, Verification,
and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC). Until
September 16, Iraq had rejected resolution
1284 on the grounds that it does not set a
clear timetable or criteria for lifting sanctions.
Although the Iraqi position may well be a ruse,
Baghdad now claims with semantic waffling to
be willing to allow the return of weapons inspectors without conditions.
As is well known, on the eve of the Gulf
War, and in violation of its commitments under
the NPT, Iraq was on the verge of producing
significant amounts of heavily enriched uranium that would have allowed it within two or
three years to produce a nuclear weapon. Fortunately, the Gulf War heavily damaged Iraq's
nuclear facilities. By the end of UN inspections
in 1998, the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) was confident that Iraq's indigenous nuclear weapons program had not produced more than a few grams of weapons
useable material. However, Iraq's nuclear potential was not completely eliminated. The scientific and technical expertise of Iraq's nuclear
program survived, and Baghdad has tried to
keep its core nuclear teams in place working
on various civilian projects.
Publicily available consensus analysis produced by the London Institute of International
Strategic Studies and others suggests that:
Iraq does not possess facilities to produce
fissile material in sufficient amounts for nuclear weapons, that it would require several
years and extensive foreign assistance to
build such fissile material production facilities,
but that it could assemble nuclear weapons
within several months to perhaps one or two
years if it could obtain relevant fissile material.
Prior to the Gulf War, Iraq produced Biological Weapons (BW) agents in volume. Subsequent to its invasion of Kuwait, Baghdad ac-
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celerated large scale BW agent production
and assembled rudimentary BW munitions.
These weapons were distributed to military
units, who were delegated to use them if allied
forces advanced on Baghdad or used nuclear
weapons. Most of the regime's key BW facilities, which had been hidden from Western intelligence agencies, escaped attack during the
Persian Gulf conflict. But in violation of the
BWC that Iraq ratified as a condition of the
1991 Gulf War cease-fire agreement, Saddam
continued to conceal his BW program until
1995. Since December 1998 when UN inspectors left the country, there has been virtually
no verifiable information about the status of
Iraq's BW program.
Credible, public reports suggest Iraq can
produce new stocks of bulk BW agent, including botulinum toxin and anthrax. BW agent
could be delivered by short range munitions
including artillery shells. Delivery by ballistic
missile is more problematic. Refurbished L-29
trainer aircraft could operate as weapons-carrying unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) with a
range of over 600km. Such UAVs might be
considerably more effective than ballistic missiles in delivering CBW. Commando and terrorist attack is also possible.
The best estimates of the current situation
suggest that: (1) Iraq has retained substantial
growth media and BW agent (perhaps thousands of liters of anthrax) from pre 1991
stocks, and the regime is capable of resuming
BW agent production on short notice at existing civilian facilities and in new mobile laboratories; (2) it could have produced thousands of
liters of anthrax, botulinum toxin and other
agents since 1998, but actual stocks are unknown.
As is well known, Iraq used chemical weapons extensively against Iranian troops from
1982-1988. In the years immediately prior to
the Gulf War, Iraq made further progress in
developing binary chemical munitions, producing and weaponizing the advanced nerve
agent, VX. The Gulf War however devastated
Iraq's primary CW production facilities and a
large portion of its stockpile of CW munitions.
Through 1998, UNSCOM was able to dispose of large quantities of CW munitions, bulk
agent, precursors and production equipment
that were not destroyed in combat. In addition,
unless Iraq has managed to modernize its
1990-era special warheads, its ability to disseminate effectively CW agent on ballistic missiles is questionable, since so much agent
would be destroyed on impact. Iraq's known
ability to marry chemical warheads to its rocket and artillery pieces (with ranges up to about
18.5 miles) could complicate operations for
opposing forces, who would be required to
wear protective gear.
The best publicly available assessment of
the current situation is that: (1) Iraq has probably retained a few hundred tons of mustard
and precursors for a few hundred tons of
sarin/cyclosarin and perhaps similar amounts
of VX from pre-1991 stocks; (2) it is capable
of resuming CW production on short notice
(months) from existing civilian facilities; and
(3) it could have produced hundreds of tons of
agent (mustard and nerve agents) since 1998.
Actual stocks, however, are not known.
Iraq of course prohibited by UN Resolutions
from possessing ballistic missiles with a range
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greater than 150km. In the 1970s Iraq began
to import Scud B missiles with a range of
300km from the Soviet Union and acquired
roughly 820. In the 1980s Iraq worked to modify the Scud missiles in order to double their
range. The new missile, called the al Hussein,
with a range of 650km, was used during the
war against Iran. In the wake of the Gulf War,
much of Iraq's missile infrastructure lay in
ruins. Moreover, the U. S. and U. K., during
Operation Desert Fox in December 1998, attacked a number of missile related facilities.
During the inspections period Iraq continued
to conduct small scale covert research and
development on proscribed missiles. In addition, Iraq continued missile related procurement efforts. UNSCOM attempted to account
for all imported missiles and for indigenously
produced missiles, but that accounting was incomplete. It is prudent to assume that Iraq has
been able to retain some of its proscribed missiles. Also, it is likely that Iraqi engineers will
have been able to increase the range in its
short-range al Samoud missiles to 200km with
a few hundred kilograms payload suitable for
CBW delivery.
The publicly available estimates of Iraq's
missile capabilities suggest that: (1) Iraq has
probably retained a small force of about a
dozen 650km range al-Hussein missiles,
which could be armed with CBW warheads,
capable of striking Israel, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Iran and Kuwait; (2) the Iraqi regime does
not possess facilities to produce long range
missiles and it would require several years
and extensive foreign assistance to construct
such facilities; (3) it may have a small number
of al Samoud missiles with ranges of up to
200km able to strike Kuwait but only if deployed within the southern no fly zone; (4) Iraq
is capable of manufacturing rudimentary CBW
warheads, while its development of more advanced designs is unknown; and (5) Iraq has
been developing very small unmanned aircraft
suitable for CBW delivery.
According to the Department of State, Iraq
is also a state sponsor of terrorism. Saddam
Hussein's brutal regime has provided headquarters, operating bases, training camps, and
other support to terrorist groups fighting the
governments of neighboring Turkey and Iran,
as well as to hard-line Palestinian groups.
During the 1991 Gulf War, Saddam also commissioned several failed terrorist attacks on
U.S. facilities. After the war, Saddam attempted to assassinate former President
Bush. More recently, the question of Iraq's link
to terrorism has become more urgent with
Saddam's determination to develop weapons
of mass destruction, which could be shared
with terrorists.
At the present time, there is no hard evidence linking Saddam to the 9/11 attacks, and
Iraq denies any involvement. However, his
government expressed sympathy for those
who attacked us and some Iraq watchers suspect Saddam was at least indirectly involved.
In this regard, Czech officials reported last
year that Muhammad Atta, one of the September 11 ringleaders, met an Iraqi intelligence agent in Prague months before the hijackings, but U.S. and Czech officials subsequently cast doubt on whether such a meeting
ever happened. Some militants trained in
Taliban-run Afghanistan are helping Ansar al-

Islam, a Kurdish extremist group that Suddam
uses to harass his own Kurdish foes. Finally,
al-Qaeda members fleeing Afghanistan have
reportedly hid in northern Iraq, but in areas
beyond Saddam's control. In addition, evidence has recently come to public light suggesting a wider array of contacts between alQaeda and the Iraqi regime than had previously been know, including hospital care for
an al-Qaeda leader.
In this context, the case for military intervention at this time rests on three key assumptions: that the containment of Iraq through
sanctions is a failed policy; that the Cold War
concept of deterrence is no longer a viable
strategy for dealing with an erratic Iraqi leadership potentially allied with al-Qaeda or other
terrorists; and that new unrestricted weapons
inspections, even if Saddam were to agree to
them, are unlikely to be effective.
There is perhaps a fourth, albeit often
unstated basis for intervention: that deposing
Saddam and establishing a democratic, western-oriented government in Baghdad would
decisively reshape the politics of the region in
a manner highly beneficial to the United
States, by delegitimizing the forces of radicalism and creating a powerful model of Islamic modernity and moderation.
Taken together, these assumptions make a
compelling case for the United States and the
United Nations to seek, both through the enforcement of existing resolutions as well as
the enactment of one or more additional resolutions, Iraq's complete and unconditional
compliance with all relevant UN resolutions,
particularly those demanding the disarmament
of its weapons of mass destruction.
To paraphrase the just war theologian Michael Walzer in his discussion of the ethics of
Israel's preemptive intervention against Egypt
in 1967 and an Iraqi nuclear reactor in 1981,
Saddam Hussein, through his continued efforts to develop weapons of mass destruction
and their means of delivery has demonstrated
a manifest capability and intent to injure, and
a degree of active preparation that makes that
intent a positive danger. The great judgmental
question is, to again cite Walzer, whether in
the current situation waiting, or doing anything
other than military engaging, magnifies the
risk.
It is perhaps likely, even highly likely, that
Saddam will ultimately refuse to meet the demands of the world community. Particularly if
this is the case, authorization by the Security
Council for regime change would be an appropriate response. But there is little evidence
that suggests the immediate, urgent "necessity of self-defense," so instant, and overwhelming, as to leave the United States no
choice of means, and no moment for deliberation. The case for regime change is compelling, but precipitating a change in leadership is
different than going to war with a country and
its people.
Containment through targeted sanctions-in
effect, coercive arms control-is fraying, in
part because of irresolution on the part of key
members of the U.N. Security Council, such
as Russia and France, and because both Iraq
and key regional states profit from sanctionsbusting. According to the General Accounting
Office, Iraq may have earned as much as $2.2
billion last year in illicit exports and oil sur-
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charges. Over time, the breakdown in containment would almost certainly create conditions
under which Iraq could produce a nuclear
weapon.
Nevertheless, flawed as sanctions may be,
published reports in the press this summer
suggested many senior U.S. military officers
believed that Saddam Hussein poses little immediate threat and have concluded that the
United States should for the time being continue its policy of containment rather than intervening directly.
Can Saddam be deterred from aggressive
action now and in the future, particularly if he
is able to successfully accelerate development
of weapons of mass destruction? The evidence is mixed. During the Persian Gulf War,
he refrained from using weapons of mass destruction because of American and Israeli
threats of nuclear retaliation. He was likewise
deterred from again attempting to attack Kuwait in 1994.
Yet he is so hostile to the United States and
Israel, so bent on regional domination, his
frames of reference and decision-making processes so opaque, and possibly irrational, and
his ties to international terrorism such as obvious source of concern, that it is at best an
open question whether a nuclear-armed Saddam is ultimately deferrable. In the long run, it
is highly probable that no American president
can afford to take that risk.
As to inspections, the evidence suggests
that an intrusive inspections regime can
produce positive results, but can never be fully
reliable or completely effective. In their first
five years, the United Nations Special Commission in Iraq (UNSCOM) made some
progress toward inspecting and disarming
Iraq's chemical, biological, and missile materials and capabilities. The so-called IAEA Action Team, did the same for Iraq's nuclear program. The main problem was that UNSCOM
was never allowed to fully scan the country or
finish its work. Since the Iraqi government terminated its work four years ago, the country
has been free of monitoring and inspection.
Just war doctrine focuses on right intentions
and prospects for success. Intentions and
goals matter in war. A nation should only
wage war for the cause of justice, rather than
for self-interest or aggrandizement. The issue
of intention must be balanced with concern for
practicalities as well as consequences, both of
which should be considered before declaring
war. The decision to go to war must be essentially protective; the goal of war is to obtain a
just and durable peace. The ancillary requirement that there must be prospects for success
means that the use of arms must not produce
negative effects and disorders graver than the
evil to be eliminated.
In this case the risks of inaction are real; the
risks of action extraordinary. The only certainty
is that any military action involving a great
power will bring about unintended consequences. It is a distinct possibility but not
certainty that conflict with Saddam will be
short and decisive, as it was during the Gulf
War. It is also possible that a new regime can
be found and put in place with as much ability
and legitimacy as in Afghanistan.
On the other hand, one should always hope
for the best but plan for the worst. America's
greatest living statesman, George F. Kennan,
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recently made the sage observation that "war
has a momentum of its own, and it carries you
away from all thoughtful intentions when you
get into it. Today, if we went into Iraq ... you
know where you begin. You never know
where you are going to end."
Many have expressed concern about the
"end game"-the difficulty of potential street
combat, of establishing legitimate government,
of dealing with the long-term implications for
American interests in the Muslim world of an
intervention in Iraq. But concern for the "end
game" should not cloud the enormous difficulties of the "beginning game." What happens
when a strike commences?
What happens to our ability to secure cooperation in the long-term campaign against
global terrorism? What about American leadership in the global economy?
From an operational perspective, the assumption in some quarters appears to be that
once we initiate conflict Saddam will be on the
defensive, hunkering down, perhaps waging
defensive guerrilla warfare in the cities and
countryside, while the United States and its allies enjoy the initiative.
This may be the case, but Saddam has had
a lot of time to strategize on how to maximize
American casualties, energize potential support outside Iraq-including terrorists-and increase his martyrdom.
My concern is that Israel may be underestimating the potentially devastating effects of
a biological weapons assault while the United
States may be understanding the potential of
a pan-Muslim backlash.
In terms of military pitfalls for the United
States, one "nightmare" scenario involves determined resistance in Baghdad and perhaps
other major cities by the Iraqi Republican
Guard. Should we be compelled to engage,
the casualties on both sides, including civilians, could be substantial.
But the greatest danger that we cannot ignore is the possibility that a campaign against
Iraq expands into a wider conflict within the
Arab world against Israel. Indeed, it is virtually
inconceivable that military intervention against
Iraq will not cause an immediate retaliatory
strike against Israel. In the Gulf War, Iraq sent
39 scud missiles against Israel-missiles that
could have been but were not tipped with
chemical weapons. Chemical weapons were
used with some devastation in World War I
and in closed settings with gruesome ramifications in the Holocaust. Today the vastly greater danger is biological agents. Biological
weapons pose a danger thousands of times
greater than chemical weapons. The delivery
of such weapons on missiles, unmanned aircraft, by hand and or through the mail could
be traumatic for Israel and world society. Likewise, if Iraq were to launch any kind of weapons of mass destruction against Israel, Israel
would have to seriously consider a retaliatory
response, perhaps including nuclear weapons.
It is also conceivable that action against
Iraq, particularly a prolonged campaign with
significant civilian casualties, could spark outrage in the Muslim world, and unleash a new
surge of anti-Americanism. While there is little
support for Saddam Hussein outside of Iraq,
there is extraordinary opposition to America
going to war against a Muslim country. Terrorism around the world could be super-

charged. Even without Israeli involvement,
friendly governments in Jordan, Pakistan and
Saudi Arabia might be destabilized. A multiyear, multi-decade or multi-century conflict
could ensue.
Should Saddam's hold on power or his personal security be in imminent jeopardy, it
would appear probable that he may utilize the
techniques of terrorism-possibly including
weapons of mass destruction-to defend his
regime and wreak revenge on his enemies.
In addition, it is also conceivable that new
dangers would emerge with a feeble or hostile
successor regime. Chaos, bloodshed and revenge might follow. Weapons of mass destruction might fall into a greater number of
hands. An unstable Iraq could be a haven for
terrorists and a continuing threat to regional
peace.
Indeed, it is impressive how little, not how
much we know, especially attitudinally in Iraq
and the Muslim world about the potential of
American intervention in Iraq. To what extent
will support be manifested for Saddam? Will
there be disorder, chaos, bloodshed and revenge? Will the Shia turn on the Sunni minority. Will the Kurds seek an independent state?
Moreover, it is important to ponder whether
an invasion of Iraq would worsen rather than
reduce the threat of terrorists gaining control
of weapons of mass destruction. Saddam
could decide to disperse his weapons stockpiles, and the scientists who build them, into
the hands of global terrorists. Even if he did
not order such, in the chaos of war it is conceivable that individual Iraqi commanders and
scientists might make their own profit-oriented
accommodation with terrorists.
More broadly, it is by no means clear that
regime change in Iraq, even if successfully
carried out, will significantly diminish the threat
from Islamic extremists who share little in
common with Saddam Hussein.
Hence the need for the United States to
pursue a vigorous two-pronged approach in
the Middle East: intensified efforts to resolve
the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and greater
focus on economic development and democratization in the region.
The importance of resolving the Israeli-Palestinian standoff cannot be underestimated.
We know from attitudinal surveys that Muslims
generally like Americans and admire American
culture. Many have chosen to immigrate to the
United States. They do not, however, trust our
government. To win the war on terrorism we
will have to convince Muslims throughout the
world that we are, in fact, favor justice and the
creation of just societies everywhere.
All Americans understand we share a common concern for the fate of the Israeli people
and the viability of the Israeli state. The commitment of the United States to Israel must be
bedrock. We must support Israel and help
bring peace and stability to the region. There
must be continuity of commitment, but there
must also be recognition of opportunities to
lead. Unfortunately, critical opportunities have
been lost in partial measure because Presidents were imperfectly skilled and in some
cases wanted to operate in relationship to timing they hoped to control rather than in relationship to circumstances and events in the region.
For example, optimism surrounded the Oslo
accord precipitated by President Bush's father.
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Yet the United States lagged in efforts to push
immediately thereafter the logical steps that
should have been taken to create a long-term
framework for peace. To his credit, President
Clinton pressed at the end of his administration for a breakthrough agreement. At Camp
David, Arafat turned his back on the most
forthcoming peace proposal Israel has ever
formally made. The tragedy of Arafat was not
that he had to accept every parameter of the
proposal put forward by Prime Minister Barak,
but that he failed to make a counteroffer,
thereby destroying prospects for peace, implicitly thumbing his nose at Israel and the prestige of the American presidency.
Following the breakdown of the Camp David
talks in July 2000, and the subsequent outbreak of violence on September 28, the sides
nevertheless agreed to continue negotiations
at lower levels during December and January
2001 at the Egyptian town of Taba. As President Clinton left office, Barak's government
had but a few weeks of life left before the
election that brought Ariel Sharon to power.
The outbreak of the violence had made it unlikely that Israelis would approve any proposal
of concessions to the Palestinians in a referendum. Nonetheless, both sides hammered
out proposals that came much closer to each
other's positions than before.
No official summaries of the proposals were
issued, but subsequent leaks provided some
details. The Palestinians, according to Israeli
sources, agreed to a map that would allow
Israel to keep most of its settlements and
about 4 percent of the territory.
But given the short time left to the Barak
government, the preoccupation with the transition in Washington, and the continuing violence, the proposals came to nothing. Both
sides had agreed that the proposals would be
binding only if they resulted in an agreement.
The joint communique noted, however, that
foundations had been laid for future discussions.
The new administration held that President
Clinton had attempted to negotiate on his time
frame and increased tension by seeking a resolution that was not ripe. My sense is that the
Bush team was half right. President Clinton
had pressed on his time frame but erred by
being tardy instead of premature. If pressed
two or three years earlier by the Clinton Administration, the Barak approach would have
been more sympathically received. And if the
Taba framework had been immediately
pressed on the parties by the new Bush foreign policy team which was initially so well received in the Arab world, quite possibly a
breakthrough agreement could have been
made.
Two opportunities for resolution of the
Israeli-Palestinian issue, one in this and the
other in the prior Administration, were not
grasped and this circumstance hangs like dangling fruit to terrorists the world over.
The major U.S. foreign policy concern in the
region must be resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian issue. All administrations at all times
must dedicate themselves to this challenge. In
this context, the need to achieve peace between Israel and the Palestinians is of far
greater significance than waging war with Iraq.
Whether we like it or not, whether it is fair or
rational or not, we are simply in a far better
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position to deal in whatever way we choose
with Iraq after an Israeli-Palestinian settlement. It is a far less favorable circumstance if
we attempt to deal with Iraq beforehand.
Some contend that Israel is in a far stronger
strategic position if the United States quickly
and successfully disarms Iraq. This may be
the case. But no country carries greater risks
during the conflict and in its aftermath than
Israel if intervention proves messy, if Iraq is
able to unleash an attack on Israel.
In the Middle East, there are two sets of
value scales. From a Western perspective, the
case for creating and protecting the state of
Israel because of the history of pogroms and
the Holocaust is compelling. From a Muslim
perspective, an argument can be made that
Arab peoples have a historical claim to parts
of the Holy Land and its holy places and no
responsibility for the Holocaust. The challenge
is to take these juxtaposed value systems and
reach a reconciliation both sides can respect
and live with on a long-term basis. My sense
is that somewhere around the points laid on
the table at Camp David and Taba there is a
basis for a credible resolution, but it is very
doubtful given the current state of enmity and
distrust between the parties between the parties that slow-paced, partial steps can lead incrementally to a larger vision of peace and accommodation.
Nation-building was used pejoratively during
the last campaign, but America has no choice
but do more ourselves and to press our allies
much more forthrightly for assistance to Afghanistan, a country in which we effected a
constructive change of government. For all the
unfortunate consequences that can sometimes
befall policy, we are most fortunate to have a
leader in charge that the world can respect.
This circumstance, however, may change
quickly based on reaction to actions inside
and outside of Afghanistan. A U.S. war with a
Muslim country will have wide consequences
elsewhere, some good, some bad, most unpredictable.
Here it should be noted that there has been
relatively little discussion about the commitments, likely to be of a long-term character,
that Washington must undertake after a military campaign against Iraq. The term "regime
change" does not adequately describe the full
scope of what we expect to achieve as a result of a military campaign in Iraq. We would
be expected to work with Iraqis, including
those outside Iraq, to both develop a new constitutional structrue as well as find credible
post-Saddam
leadership--leadership
that
hopefully would share our objectives with respect to the elimination of weapons of mass
destruction, development of democratic institutions, etc. We will almost certainly need substantial forces on the ground in order to prevent bloodletting, secure important economic
and military assets, and prevent possible Iranian meddling. And although Iraq has substantial oil reserves and therefore a better resource base than Afghanistan from which to
assist in financing reconstruction, the costs of
humanitarian assistance and rehabilitation
could nevertheless be in the billions of dollars.
We lack firm estimates of the domestic cost
to the U.S. of a potential conflict. Seat of the
pants White House estiamtes range from $100
billion to $200 billion, with the price of oil esti-

mated to rise to perhaps $30 a barrel for
some unknown period of time. More recently,
the Congressional Budget Office estimated
that fighting a war with Iraq could cost the
U.S. between $6 and $9 billion a month, with
preparing for a conflict and terminating it later
adding other $14 billion to $20 billion to the
total.
The 1991 Persian Gulf War cost $60 billion
in 1991 dollars, with the brunt picked up by
our friends and allies, notably the Kingdom of
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Japan. It is unlikely
there will be comparable help in defraying the
costs of a military action and any subsequent
nation-building in Iraq.
Our war aims with Iraq also need clarification. The goal of the U.S. should not be the
total disarmament of Iraq, as some appeared
to have call for, but the elimination of his
weapons of mass destruction. Disarmament
implies that Iraq cannot have an army, a proposition no sovereign state is likely to accept.
Indeed, Western policy in the region for decades advocated a balance of power, not vacuum of power. The reason to distinguish the
elimination of weapons of mass destruction
versus total disarmament is more than theoretical. U.S. policy should be based on establishing a strong unitary Iraq with a professional
army accountable to democratic forces. As we
proceed toward possible invasion, the goal
should be to seek the Iraq army to identify
with the United States, not Saddam.
The challenge is to make it clear that our
goal is more democracy, prosperity, and the
uplifting of Iraqi society, one which can lead
the Muslim world with a model of modern democracy and prosperity.
Saddam is a rogue leader, but Iraqis are not
a rogue people. Care must be taken to distinguish the leadership from the country itself. No
country or peoples are intrinsically evil, though
individual leaders such as Saddam can clearly
be malevolent.
In historical terms, Saddam is a Stalinist.
The case for regime change is real, but the
prospect of our demolishing Iraqi society or
Saddam blowing up his own country's infrastructure-bridges and oil fields-is not a
happy one. Perhaps the prospect of such a
catastrophe will lead to regime change precipitated internally, which could be the maximum
outcome for all.
In Just War theory, the criterion of right authority determines who is to decide whether or
not resorting to war is justified.
Reasonable men and women can agree in
a "just war" context on the moral and legal
authority of the President, acting with the express authorization of the Congress of the
United States, to initiate a police action to enforce international law.
Likewise, reasonable men and women generally ought to be able to agree on the moral
and legal authority of the Security Council to
authorize the enforcement of UN resolutions
requiring a country to abide by international
conventions on weapons of mass destruction.
It should be self-evident that while a country
like the United States has an obligation to protect its citizens without a formal UN resolution,
it is vastly preferable for American strategy to
be based on formal international support.
UN support would impress upon Saddam
Hussein that he is not just facing a United
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States Administration, but the will of the world
community. Security Council endorsement
would bolster American security by helping
make it politically possible for others to join in
enforcing international law and by undercutting
the legal and moral base of those who might
object.
In this context, the President is to be commended for taking the case to the United Nations. He is to be commended for endeavoring
to reach out to the world community by deciding that the United States should rejoin
UNESCO. He is to be commended for laying
out the challenges Iraq poses to the world
community and to the region. He is further to
be commended to bringing his case to the
Congress.
Words matter. Care must be taken in their
use. Words lead to processes that sometimes
make careful judgments difficult to obtain. At
this time, for instance, the case for regime
change is powerful. But this does not necessarily mean that urgency for military intervention, even with UN authorization, is compelling. There have been too many instances
in history where leaders have boxed themselves in with words, and when actions tied to
words may cause, domino fashion, further actions to transpire which might not be contemplated or warranted by the initial statements made.
Utterance restraint is an attribute that has
received less attention and less approval than
should be the case in statesmanship. In this
context, the unintended consequence of describing countries as evil and personalizing
strategic doctrines must be recognized.
In Vietnam, for instance, the basis for our
engagement stemmed more from a domino
theory of decision-making than the more widely discussed domino government-toppling potential. When American presidents make statements, policy decisions can result which lead
to actions which may not fit the circumstance
in which the statement was originally framed.
More recently, in the Balkans, America got
involved after giving a series of warnings that
if Serbia didn't go along with the Rambouillet
Accord, the United States and NATO would intervene. The United States made threats
which were not taken seriously by adversaries
which led to intervention that might not have
occurred if the warnings weren't made. The
decisions to intervene was made in part because of a concern about preserving presidential credibility, and the need to make a particular president's words meaningful, despite
the fact that few Americans knew the president had made statements in this arena.
In the case before us it is suggested that
authorization for use of force may cause others to act in such a way as to make use of
force unnecessary. But the greater problem
seems to me to be problem of a leader who
pushes for authorization and then faces the
question of follow through. The logic is force
may not be inevitable but its authorization
surely makes a decision for restraint difficult.
There is a thin line between the exercise of
superpower responsibility and the prospect of
superpower folly. The timing, perhaps more
than the substance of this resolution is in
doubt. Judgment and timing must go hand in
hand. It may have been a mistake back in
1991 not to have pursued Saddam because of
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our assumption that the Iraqi people would
come to their senses and replace him. But
that failure to act does not necessarily legitimize assumptions that intervention today can
legally be carried out in the context of resolutions both Congress and the UN applied a
dozen years ago. The greatest legal case
against Saddam relates less to Security Council resolutions than his development of biological weapons which contravene international
law and jeopardizes the health of the region.
In general, the criterion of last resort has a
common sense interpretation in which it functions as a reminder that the resort to violence
must be, to a significant degree, reluctant. It
enjoins us to make serious efforts at peaceful
resolutions of our political problems before
going down the path of war. The term "peaceful" is itself open to varied interpretations, but
is usually taken to include a comprehensive
range of nonviolent methods that may involve
"coercive diplomacy," including sanctions of
an economic and political character.
The principle of proportionality evaluates the
effects or ends of war. In this regard, proportionality is "counting the costs" or cost-benefit
analysis. In just was theory this principle insists that there be due proportion, that is, less
evil following from acting rather than not acting
in the manner contemplated. War is not justifiable if it will produce more death and destruction that it prevents. Understood properly, proportion has the potential for overriding just
cause.
Although Iraq is clearly a menace, there is
little evidence to suggest that it poses a direct
and immediate threat to the vital interests of
the United States sufficiently grave as to lead
to no other credible alternative to war. As
former NATO commander General Wesley
Clark testified before congress, "There is nothing that indicates that in the immediate-the
next hours-the next days-that there is going
to be nuclear missiles put on launch pads to
go against our forces or our allies in the region. And so I think there is, based on all the
evidence available, sufficient time to work
through the diplomacy of this."
Former National Security Advisor Brent
Scowcroft argued thic: summer in the Wall
Street Journal, that Saddam's strategic objectives appear to be to dominate the Persian
Gulf, to control oil from the region, or both.
This clearly poses a real threat to U.S. interests. But there is little hard evidence to suggest Saddam has close ties to al-Qaeda, and
even less to the 9/11 attacks. Given Saddam's
psychology and aspirations, Scowcroft considers it unlikely that he would be willing to
risk his investment in weapons of mass destruction by handing them over to terrorists
who could use them for their own purposes
"and leave Baghdad as the return address."
Saddam, Scrowcroft suggests, seeks weapons
of mass destruction not to arm terrorists, but
to deter us from intervening to block his aggressive designs.
In addition, as of this moment, with current
sanctions in place and the Security Council
contemplating reintroducing weapons inspectors under existing of new UN resolutions, it
cannot credibly be claimed that America or the
world have exhausted non-violent alternatives.
I accept in principle that military intervention
against Iraq might be considered legitimate

law enforcement under just war doctrine. What
I do not accept is that it is justified at this time
because of the disproportionately horrendous
consequences such action may precipitate.
The reason I am doubtful relates less to the
risks to American national interests which accompany intervention in the Muslim world, as
real and as large as I believe them to be, but
principally because of the risks invasion may
pose to civilization itself.
As I have listened to various proponents,
the efficacy of military intervention is based on
the assumption that a cornered tyrant will not
initiate the use of weapons of mass destruction, providing the U.S. and others the opportunity to destroy or otherwise seize effective
control of such weapons before Baghdad can
issue orders to strike.
This assumption may represent the most
dangerous intelligence estimate and the
frailest tactical assumption in human history.
What is known is that Saddam Hussein controls tons of biological agents. What is known
is that he is attempting to develop a nuclear
explosive device, and while it is unlikely, it is
conceivable he may control such a weapon
today. Even if we assume our intelligence to
be correct and his nuclear capacity is yet to
be achieved, we can be sure he has a BW capacity, portable and hidden. We know he has
the means of delivery.
Therefore, intervention assumes Saddam's
delayed contemplation of BW usage. But what
if Saddam is prepared to use BW immediately? What if he seeks wider Arab support
by attempting to engage Israel? And what if
Israeli leadership responds proportionately,
perhaps disproportionately?
If biological agents are released in Haifa or
Tel Aviv, the prospect of a nuclear response
is not remote. American troops could be
caught in the crossfire and crosswind of two
sets of weapons of mass destruction coming
from different sources, each equally dangerous. Is not the next 6-8 weeks the most
dangerous in the history of the region?
Before any strike, it would seem to me the
U.S. must know the location of every biological weapon cache in Iraq and have a clear
plan and capacity to destroy or control these
weapons within minutes of the initiation of military action. Absent that capability, military
intervention would be based upon inadequate
intelligence and a potentially catastrophic misjudgment of intent.
The risks are extraordinary. However, it is
suggested that as large as the risks are today,
they will be graver in subsequent years. Surely, it is said, we cannot allow Saddam's weapons of mass destruction to deter the United
States from taking necessary action.
This line of argument has substantial merit.
But it does not necessarily provide a compelling rationale to intervene today. The reason it
doesn't is because of a lack of understanding
of the danger of biological agents. Pounds or
ounces of biological agents, such as plague or
anthrax, can be devastating. Saddam Hussein
controls tons. Given these quantities, adding
more does not make him that much more dangerous.
While a shield may be technologically feasible to develop to shoot down a missile that
leaves the earth's orbit, there is no such thing
as a biological shield. Delivery systems can be
rudimentary and multi-faceted.
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The coming conflict with Iraq is not only
symptomatic of the problem of terrorism but
arguably stands as the most difficult confrontation in world history. If biological weapons
through usage are legitimized as instruments
of war, the survival of man is in desperate
jeopardy. While the Middle East contains
many conflicts rooted in differing approaches
to faith, the Iraq issue is fundamentally different. It has far more to do with the conjunction of science and despotism than a clash of
civilizations.
The reason the United States led the world
community in the development of the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention in the
1970s to prevent the development, production,
and stockpiling of biological weapons is that
we came to the conclusion not only that the
use of biological weapons could jeopardize society itself but we also decided that even experimenting with these weapons was too dangerous in the world's most sophisticated scientific community. It is a public health trauma
of unprecedented proportions to stockpile
these agents, let alone use them in war.
In this context, the case that Iraqi leadership
is lawless is compelling. And the case for lawful regime change is real. But we are courting
unprecedented danger to the American national interest and the existence of the state of
Israel to move from a policy of containment
and deterrence to a policy of military intervention that may actually precipitate usage of
such horrendous weapons of mass destruction.
Based upon the mendacity of leadership in
Iraq, it is hard not to provide our President
with full discretionary support. The problem is
that this resolution contemplates an act of war
of unprecedented consequences. The logic of
its words leads to consequences too awful to
contemplate. I must vote no.
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY), a member of the
Committee on the Budget.
Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
the September 11 attack claimed the
lives of thousands of Americans, and
dozens more have perished in our war
against terrorism. Just yesterday, a
U.S. Marine was killed in Kuwait by al
Qaeda-trained terrorists. According to
press reports, our Marine was killed in
a supposedly secure area, and Kuwaiti
authorities are baffled over how the
terrorists were able to carry out their
murder.
I bring up the death of this Marine
because it should serve as a reminder
that there are no guarantees in war.
We must think through the consequences of a war in Iraq and get answers to our questions. Because if we
do not ask the tough questions now, in
a few short weeks, while Americans are
comfortably at home doing their lastminute holiday shopping, hundreds of
thousands of oui' troops are going to be
deployed to another combat zone.
That, in turn, makes each and every
one of us taking part in this debate responsible for our national security and
the welfare of our troops.
This vote is undoubtedly one of the
most important that many of us will
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ever cast. This is not a vote on whether
the President of the United States
should be able to broaden our war
against terrorism to include Saddam
Hussein. It is a vote on whether now is
the best time to attack, given that we
do not yet have a new U.N. Security
Council resolution or the support of
our closest friends and allies in the
international community. It is a vote
on whether now is the best time to attack given that we have not used the
full weight of our economic and diplomatic might to avert a war. It is a vote
on whether we proceed with war when
we have not determined what its objectives are, how long it will last, how
much it will cost, or what kind of a regime will be set up afterwards.
This is not Desert Storm, where Iraq
invaded Kuwait, where we had clear
goals and the support of the international community, and we only paid
about 10 percent of the cost of that
war.
Mr. Speaker, I would not raise any of
these questions if Congress had been
informed that Iraq posed an imminent
threat to the security of the United
States. We have not received that information. And I have many more unanswered questions, such as: How will
the war affect our economy? How will
the war affect our homeland security?
What happens to international cooperation in our hunt for terrorists?
What happens if Iraq lashes out at
Israel? Are we prepared to recast our
military as an army of occupation for
the entire Middle East?
I am raising these questions because
they are the same ones posed to me
every weekend back in Oregon. While
there has been a lively debate on this
resolution, it has been far from persuasive. Nobody seems to have the answers. And, trust me, I have tried,
through briefings, through talking to
experts, through going through classified materials. At this time, I cannot
go home with a clear conscience and
explain why I voted to broaden this
war with so many questions left unanswered.
So I will oppose the resolution. And
for those who have committed themselves to voting for this measure,
please consider asking these tough
questions. It is easier to ask questions
before we go to war, not after we commit ourselves and our young people to
battle. When we have received answers
to our questions, and when we have received assurances that we have tried
everything, and that the only way left
to nullify Iraq's threat to our national
security is military action, only then
would I vote to use force.
We do not have the answers to the
questions. We do not have those assurances, and so I will vote "no" and urge
my colleagues to do the same.
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from California (Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD), a
spokesperson really for justice.

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the distinguished gentleman from New Jersey for yielding
me this time.
Mr. Speaker, I join with my colleagues on both sides of the aisle in
this historic debate with some trepidation and troubled feelings. I have
been marshaling views, like many of
my esteemed colleagues, not only to
contribute to this dialogue but, more
poignantly, to try to make sense of
what lies ahead for our great country.
Each Member has been consumed
with this very critical issue. I am sure
that none of us wants a war, as we
know its great cost in human capital.
Therefore, we must go the extra mile
necessary to exhaust all possibilities
before America commits to force. That
is why this debate is so critical. And
the implications of our decision that
follows will have such portent, not
only for us but also for the parents of
the young men and women whom we
ask to make perhaps the greatest sacrifice.
Until this past weekend, I was quite
undecided as to how to respond to the
President's
insistence
on
moving
against Iraq, and I took particular notice of the open-ended nature of the
original draft resolution. Now, as the
result of ongoing discussions with the
leadership of the House and Senate, he
has thought twice in seeking unilateral
authority. Instead, this revised resolution allows for a preemptive use of
force against Iraq and for his reporting
to Congress after the fact. In short, Mr.
Speaker, more questions were raised in
my mind than answers given.
In the past, I have voted to support
legislation designed to protect America's security. After 9-11, I was a clear
and avid supporter of many pieces of
legislation to support the President.
Thus, I believe it is clear to all observers that I am a woman of conscience
and not afraid to go on record when
this Nation is faced with a clear and
present danger to our way of life, our
liberties, and our security.
I too believe that the world is dealing
with a tyrannical dictator in Iraq and
that he should not be allowed to terrorize neighboring states nor his own
citizens. Saddam Hussein must and
should be stopped. But how? What is
the best and most appropriate way to
contain him and destroy his unbridled
power? Is it by having the U.S. go
alone to confront this geopolitical
problem that has a far-reaching impact
on the entire world?
That is why this debate needs to be
thorough and public, Mr. Speaker. We
must look at the long-term domestic
and international consequences and
policy implications of intervening in
Iraq. Before a declaration of war can be
proclaimed, there must be an accounting of the cost both at home and
abroad.
In his talk to the American people
this past Monday, the President upped
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the ante, so to speak, and I, for one,
was pleased to hear him say that war is
the last resort. We must not forget
that we are already fighting a war in
Afghanistan and are deeply obligated
to help bring security and reconstruction to that country. The costs are
great, more than $1 billion a month.
Can we continue to meet such expenditures? How long will our commitments
continue there? Can we afford to fight
two wars? What is the exit strategy
after we go into Iraq when there is
none in place for Afghanistan as yet?
Mr. Speaker, many of my constituents have overwhelmingly called me to
let me know they do not stand for having their sons and daughters go to war
and return home in body bags until all
possible diplomatic avenues have been
exhausted. They want to see us, the political leaders of this great country,
commit ourselves to working with the
United Nations in every conceivable
manner to exercise international action against a tyrant in Iraq. They
want to see us enter into a rigorous
international alliance under the U.N.'s
banner to force the dismantling of
Iraq's massive weaponry through a
comprehensive inspection system.
The American people are not fools.
They know that war with Iraq inevitably will mean that their domestic
priorities would suffer from a lack of
attention and resources. Our unfinished business on health care, prescription drugs, welfare reform, and a faltering economy, due in large part to
corporate greed and malfeasance, and
the President's top tax cut, would remain on the back burner.
El 0000
I agree that Iraq has carried out regression on its own people and has not
met its obligations under the U.N. resolutions.
Mr. Speaker, I will not be supporting
this resolution.
Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to yield 40 minutes to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PAYNE), and ask that he may control
that time.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHUSTER). Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from California?
There was no objection.
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from California for yielding me the additional time. We appreciate the cooperation from the other side.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman
from
Washington
(Mr.
BAIRD), a member of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.
Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, the Constitution of the United States reserves
to the Congress of the United States
the authority to declare war. That is as
it should be, for no more weighty matter confronts a nation, and it is fitting
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in a Republic that a decision such as
this be made by the people's representatives.
Let us be clear. Saddam Hussein is a
dangerous, malicious dictator. He has
committed multiple atrocities, both
towards his own people and others in
the Middle East. He has refused to
comply with U.N. resolutions or to
allow weapons inspectors to fully identify and destroy his arsenal of chemical, biological and potential nuclear
weapons. He has circumvented economic sanctions and has spent money
from oil sales on weapons systems and
personal luxuries for himself and his
political cronies, rather than on the
Iraqi people.
Given those facts, I believe we must
increase the pressure on Iraq and insist
on expanded weapons inspections with
much greater resources and no restrictions. This should be done through a
effort
coordinated
multinational
through the United Nations and with
the support of allies and other nations
throughout the world.
The United States is absolutely right
to insist on this and to take the lead in
this effort. With international support,
the United States stands the greatest
chance for a successful outcome; and if
military intervention is necessary, the
number of casualties will be reduced
and the regional repercussions will be
lessened.
That is why I will support the Spratt
amendment authorizing the President
to seek international support for expanded inspections; and if Saddam Hussein refuses to comply with such inspections and an international coalition exists, the President would be authorized to commit U.S. military resources under U.S. command.
If, however, it is not possible to
achieve a multinational coalition, in
those circumstances the risks, the
costs, and the international implications of a unilateral attack will be far
more severe. Such an attack may be
necessary, but before taking that step,
the President should return to the Congress, explain why agreements have
not been reached. And if in his judgment force Is still necessary, he should,
consistent with Article I of the Constitution, seek the authorization of the
Congress for military force.
Throughout the discussions of war
with Iraq, I have asked fundamental
questions: What threat is posed by Iraq
now and in the future? What is the
military strategy for reducing that
threat? What will the cost of that
strategy be in human casualties on all
sides? What are the international implications and potential regional scenarios that might be developed, and
what is our long term strategy for the
re.ion?
I believe the first question has been
answered. It is apparent that, while the
threat to our own Nation may not be
imminent, if allowed to go on Saddam
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Hussein will eventually develop even a preemptive, unilateral attack on Iraq
more dangerous weapons. Beyond that, to force a regime change in that nahowever, the remaining questions have tion.
While I respect the President and his
not been fully addressed. For each of
the issues I have raised, and many oth- sincerity in seeking this authority, I
ers have as well, the potential risks am not convinced that such an attack
and costs would be dramatically great- is in the best interest of our Nation.
We all agree that Saddam Hussein is
er if the U.S. acts unilaterally rather
a dangerous man, yet that is not the
than in a multinational effort.
Even some of our strongest allies topic under discussion here tonight. We
have indicated they would not support are debating whether a unilateral milius militarily or financially if we go it tary invasion is the best way to address
alone. Yet the risks, costs and con- the threats posed by Iraq. I must vote
sequences of unilateral action have not no on this grave issue because I am not
been adequately explained to the persuaded that a preemptive, unilatAmerican people. Whatever course is eral attack is the most effective way to
chosen, I believe we will not solve the control Saddam Hussein.
I agree with President Bush that the
problem of international terrorism or
weapons of mass destruction solely by United States, in conjunction with our
attacking Saddam Hussein or solely allies in Europe and the Middle East,
through the broad use of military must make a new effort to readmit a
force. I understand well the impulse weapons inspectors into Iraq. A new inand the desire to do something and do spection policy must give U.N. perit now to reduce the threat and fear sonnel unfettered access to any and
created by September 11, and I believe every facility and have the ability to
it may yet be necessary to disarm Sad- conduct unannounced surprise inspecdam Hussein, but we must all recognize tions. This new effort needs the full
that there is no course of action with- and vigorous cooperation of the U.N.,
out risk or that we will eliminate all NATO and nations in the Middle East.
A united front is essential to success,
risk in the future.
Ultimately, we must look at the and the international community must
source of international conflicts; and join the U.S. in enforcing U.N. resoluwe must work to reduce the percep- tions.
As we survey the international comtions and the real conditions that
allow terrorists and others to foment munity, however, nations in Europe
hatred toward our Nation. If we do not and the Middle East, including key alunderstand and deal with how our ac- lies, range from lukewarm to downtions are perceived internationally, we right hostile to the idea of launching a
will run the risk of defeating Saddam solo strike against Iraq. Many nations
Hussein only to foster new threats and would react negatively to such an action, viewing such a preemptive U.S.
new hatreds elsewhere.
We can and must dedicate ourselves attack as overly aggressive.
The world's response to our attack
to the battle against terrorism, and we
can and must hope the pressure applied could easily include a global antito the Iraqi regime will bring about American backlash, severely hamchange and greater security. But as we pering our ability to fight the war on
seek that end, we must not neglect the terrorism, build security and peace in
challenges we face here at home; and the Middle East, and protect vital U.S.
we must not neglect our responsibility interests. We must not forget that the
to address those challenges with hon- war on terror requires the support and
esty, forthrightness, and a sense of jus- cooperation of our key allies in the
tice, fairness and a sense of shared sac- Middle East, Europe and around the
rifice befitting a truly great Nation in world. We rely on these nations to root
out terror cells within their borders
times such as these.
The President of the United States and share with us important informaand all Members of Congress have dedi- tion.
We must also remember that since
cated their hearts, minds and souls to
protecting the safety and well-being of the end of the Gulf War the U.S. has
the American people. There are legiti- kept a close eye on Iraq. We have mainmate differences about how to achieve tained a strong military presence in
that in these times; but whatever the the region, imposed sanctions, conresult of this vote, let no one question ducted thousands of military flights
the motives, the courage, or the patri- over no-fly zones, and focused our inotism of those who will make this fate- telligence community on Baghdad. We
have made clear that any misbehavior
ful decision.
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 by Saddam would be met immediately
minutes to the gentleman from Wis- by overwhelming force. As a result of
consin (Mr. BARRETT), a member of the our deterrence, Saddam Hussein has
not attacked Saudi Arabia, Israel, KuCommittee on Energy and Commerce.
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. wait or others since the Gulf War beSpeaker, President Bush spoke on Mon- cause he knows that such a move
day night about the many threats Sad- would bring the full weight of the U.S.
dam Hussein poses to international se- and the world upon him. His desire to
curity and why the President believes cling to power supersedes his hunger
he should have the authority to launch for conquest.
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If we strike first, we change that dynamic. Knowing his survival would be
at stake, Saddam would have a powerful incentive to use every weapon in his
arsenal to defeat American troops. He
might target Israel, hoping to fan the
flames of conflict between Israel and
the Arab world to create chaos in the
region.
I am concerned that our preemptive
unilateral strike would trigger the
very events we hope to avoid: regional
war, rampant instability, and use of
weapons of mass destruction.
We also must recognize that a preemptive unilateral attack against Iraq
would represent a major shift in American diplomatic and strategic thinking.
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For nearly 50 years we relied upon
deterrence to check upon Soviet expansionism. Deterrence brought us victory
in the Cold War without having to
fight a hot shooting war under the
shadow of nuclear annihilation. That
same strategy has kept Iraq at bay for
more than a decade.
Now that doctrine is on the verge of
being discarded. The potential consequence of such a shift in strategic
thinking includes an emboldened China
moving against Taiwan, Russia acting
aggressively against the nations of her
former empire, and India and Pakistan
attacking each other with nuclear
weapons.
There are several other critical questions to which we have heard very few
answers. We must have a clear plan on
how an attack on Iraq would transpire,
including identifying our military options, determining our strategy to
change the regime, calculating the potential casualties, and estimating how
much an operation would cost and how
it would be funded. We must also see a
plan to build democratic and free market institutions in a post-Saddam Iraq.
History teaches us that how we win the
peace is just as critical as how we win
war. Thus far these critical issues have
received scant attention.
The international community has an
important obligation to ensure that
Saddam Hussein cannot repeat the aggression of his past; and as the world's
most powerful country, we have a commitment to lead. Through U.N. inspections, continued monitoring, and increased scrutiny of Bagdad we can
meet that responsibility. We cannot,
however, move in a unilateral manner
that could jeopardize the peace and security of the Middle East if not the
world. I must vote "no" on H.J. Resolution 114 and urge my colleagues to do
the same.
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. ScoTT), one of our top constitutional lawyers in this House.
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.
Mr. Speaker, if our goal is to disarm
Iraq, I believe the best way to accom-

plish that goal would be to utilize the
strategy articulated a few weeks ago
by Secretary of State Colin Powell,
that is, to reinstate, utilizing established rules and supported by multilateral military force if necessary. This
policy has the best chance of working,
and it has the support of the international community. If military force
is needed to enforce the inspections, it
will be targeted, focused, and not requiring a massive invasion force. It
will be unlikely to provoke widespread
warfare all over the Middle East; and it
is just as likely to fulfill the goal of
disarming Iraq as widespread bombing.
If on the other hand we merely start
dropping bombs, how do we even know
where to bomb if we have not inspected
first? If we do know where the weapons
are, those locations can be placed first
on the inspection list, and if there is
any resistance to the inspection, multilateral military force could be targeted
on those sites.
But today we are discussing a resolution authorizing the use of force before
the inspectors have even had an opportunity to do their jobs. This resolution
represents the last opportunity for
Congress to have a meaningful input in
the decision to go to war, and unfortunately there are many problems and
unanswered questions with granting
this authority now.
The first problem is that although
the resolution suggests that the President first try to work with the U.N.,
that provision is unenforceable. This is
a problem especially because the President has already stated that he did not
need the United Nations, and this resolution allows the President to just notify Congress that, based on the authority granted in this resolution, he
has decided to attack Iraq. Furthermore, the broad authority granted in
this resolution is inappropriate because
of the timing of this vote, less than a
month before the election.
Twelve years ago under the first
President Bush, the vote to use military force in the Persian Gulf was
taken after the election. The timing of
this resolution also raises questions because there is nothing shown to be urgent about the situation in Iraq. If the
President discovers that the U.S. is in
imminent danger, he is already authorized to defend the Nation and no one
would expect him to wait for a congressional resolution. If the argument is
that the urgency was created a year
ago on September 11, the evidence supporting the connection between 9-11
and Iraq is at best tenuous.
In addition to these problems, granting the authority in the resolution is
premature because many questions are
unanswered. For example, what plans
have been made for the governance of
Iraq after we win the war? And what
chance is there that a regime change
will create any better situation than
we have now? And to the extent that
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Iraq has chemical and biological weapons, is it a good idea to invade Iraq and
place our troops right in harm's way?
And what will the war cost, and how
will we pay for it?
Eighteen months ago we had the
largest budget surplus in American history. Today even without the cost of a
war, we are approaching the largest
deficit in American history with huge
deficits already projected for the next
10 years. So what is the plan to pay for
the war? Are we going to cut funds for
education and health care? Are we
going to raise taxes, or will we just run
up additional deficits? And what will
the domino effect be? If we attack Iraq,
Iraq may attack Israel, Israel will attack back, and then everyone in the
Middle East will choose sides, and how
will that make us better off than we
are now?
If we are to make progress against
terrorism, we have to recognize that
hate is as big an enemy as complex
weapons. That hatred may increase because others will resent the fact that
we have chosen to apply rules to others
that we are unwilling to have applied
to us. We would not tolerate applying
regime change to the United States,
nor would we accept preemptive strikes
as an acceptable international policy.
The CIA has now reported that the
chance that Iraq will use chemical or
biological weapons has actually increased since all of the talk about a
war began.
Mr. Speaker, all of these problems
persist and questions remain unanswered, and they lead to the same basic
uncertainty. What is the plan both before and after the war and what are the
consequences? Some have argued that
a vote against the resolution is a vote
to do nothing. That is not true. We
should act, but based on the information we now have, I believe the wisest
course is to proceed with the strategy
proposed by Colin Powell, and that is
U.N. weapons inspections in Iraq enforced
with
multilateral
military
power. That strategy has the support of
the international community. It is
most likely to actually disarm Iraq: it
does not require a massive unilateral
invasion force; and it reduces the risk
of provoking widespread armed conflict
in the Middle East and terrorism in the
United States.
I therefore urge my fellow Members
to vote against the resolution.
Mr. Speaker, these votes on the Iraq resolution pose difficult questions for all of us. A
large part of the difficulty is caused by the Administration's inconsistent policies on what we
should do, when we should do it, and whose
approval we need. Not many days ago, the
Administration articulated the policy that it
could proceed unilaterally, without U.N. support, and without Congressional approval, to
attack Iraq, with a preemptive strike, without
the necessity of an imminent threat to the
United States, for the purpose of "regime
change". On one recent Sunday, Vice President CHENEY and Secretary of State Powell
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articulated inconsistent descriptions of the Ad- saying at first that he didn't need the U.N.,
ministration's policy. This resolution, which the and when he finally sought U.N. support, he
Administration is now supporting, repudiates implied that if they failed to support the United
the initial Administration policy by requiring the States, he would proceed to attack without
Administration to seek both U.N. cooperation them. Furthermore, the Administration is now
and Congressional approval. Last weekend, insisting on new, unprecedented rules for inthe Boston Globe began an article on the Ad- spections, a position which may provoke Iraq
ministration's position on Iraq with the sen- into resisting the inspections and creating an
tence "As administration officials struggle to unnecessary impasse at the U.N. A more prureach an agreement with U.S. allies about dent strategy would be to require the PresiIraq, President Bush has been shifting his dent to come back to Congress and explain
rhetoric in favor of less aggressive language that he made the good faith effort to work with
that emphasizes disarming Saddam Hussein the U.N.-rather than allowing the President to
rather than ousting him." So because of these just notify Congress that based on the authorconstant changes, formulating a response to ity granted in this resolution, he had decided
the Administration's position has been difficult. to attack Iraq.
Furthermore, the broad authority granted by
The first question we must address is this:
what is the goal? If the goal is to disarm Iraq, this resolution is inappropriate, because of the
I believe that the best way to accomplish that timing of this vote-less than a month before
goal would be to utilize the strategy articulated the election. This problem is magnified by the
a few weeks ago by Secretary of State Powell: fact that nearly all of the President's statereinstate U.N. inspections, utilizing the estab- ments on the need for this resolution have
lished rules, supported by multilateral military been made at partisan political fundraisers,
where he attacks Democratic officeholders.
force, if necessary. This policy has the best
chance of working. At a minimum, it is an im- Twelve years ago-under the first President
portant first step. And it has the support of the Bush-the vote to use military force in the
international community. If military force is Persian Gulf was taken after the election. That
needed to enforce the inspections, it will be would be a good model to follow, because
targeted, focused and not requiring a massive then members voted without the interests of
personal political considerations competing
invasion force; it would be unlikely to provoke
widespread warfare all over the Middle East; with the national interests.
The timing of the vote on this resolution also
and it is also just as likely to fulfill the goal of raises questions because there is nothing urdisarming Iraq as widespread bombing.
gent about the situation with Iraq. We have
If, on the other hand, you merely start dropthe same information now that we had 2 years
ping bombs-how do you even know where to
ago. For example, we have known that Iraq
bomb, if you haven't inspected first? If you do has had the capability to build biological and
know where the weapons are, those locations chemical weapons for years; in fact we know
could be placed first on the inspection list, and this because they bought some of the mateif there is any resistance to the inspection, rials from the United States. Furthermore, no
multilateral military force could be targeted to case has been made that there is an imminent
those sites.
threat to the United States. So why is it essenBut today we are discussing a resolution au- tial for the President to have the authority to
thorizing the use of force, before inspectors
attack Iraq now? If the President discovers
have had an opportunity to do their jobs. Un- that the United States is in imminent danger,
like the first Administration resolution offered a he is already authorized to defend the nation,
few days ago, this resolution does require the and no one would expect him to wait for a
President to cooperate with Congress and to Congressional Resolution. So what is different
try to work with the U.N. This resolution is not now? If the argument is that the urgency was
as broad as the previous draft. It is limited to created a year ago on September 11th, the
Iraq, not the entire Middle East, but it still evidence supporting the connection between
gives the President the authority to attack, if 9/11 and Iraq is at best tenuous. So what is
he determines it to be necessary and appro- the urgency to authorize force right before the
priate.
election?
This resolution represents the last opporAnother problem with the broad authority
tunity for Congress to have meaningful input in granted in the resolution is that this issue apthe decision to go to war. And unfortunately pears to be personal for the President. He adthere are many problems and unanswered mitted as much when he described Saddam
questions with granting this authority now.
Hussein as "the man who tried to kill my
The first problem is that although the resolu- Dad." The United States should not go to war
tion suggests that the President try to work to settle a personal vendetta.
with the U.N., the provision is unenforceable.
In addition to these problems, granting the
The President merely has to notify Congress, authority in the resolution is premature beif he chooses to launch an attack. If we are cause many questions are unanswered. For
truly interested in making sure that the Presi- example, if the President uses the authority
dent fully exhausts diplomatic efforts before granted in this resolution and attacks Iraq,
using force, then the resolution should not au- what plans have been made for the governthorize a military attack without a subsequent ance of Iraq after we win the war.
statement from Congress.
And what chance is there that a regime
There is a consensus in the United States change will create any better situation than we
that we should work with the U.N. to the ex- have now. We cannot forget that the United
tent possible. But after this vote, Congress will States was involved in the regime change in
have no opportunity to require meaningful ef- Cuba in which Batista was kicked out and we
forts to seek cooperation with the U.N. This is ended up with Castro. So why isn't it likely
a problem especially because the President that Iraq will select someone who hates us
has already state his disdain for the U.N. by even more than Saddam Hussein.
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And other questions need to be addressed,
such as, to the extent that Iraq has chemical
and biological weapons, is it a good idea to invade Iraq and put our troops right in harm's
way. "And what will the war cost and how will
we pay for it? There is no question that we
are willing to pay whatever it costs to be successful in the war, but we can't ignore the
questions of "how long" and "how much
money." Eighteen months ago, we had the
largest budget surplus in American history.
Today, even without the costs of a war, we
are approaching the largest deficit in American
history, with huge deficits projected for the
next 10 years. The direct costs of the war
have been estimated at $100 billion; the indirect costs, such as higher oil costs, have not
even been estimated. And so, what will we be
giving up in terms of being able to fund education and health care and other needs here
in the United States? Or is the plan to raise
taxes? Or is the plan to just run up more deficits?
What will be the domino effect? If we attack
Iraq, Iraq will attack Israel, Israel will attack
back, and then everyone in the Middle East
will choose sides. How will that make us better
off than we are now, especially in our fight
against terrorism?
And in the end, what will we have won? In
making progress against terrorism, we have to
recognize that hate is as much of an enemy
as complex weapons. The weapons used to
cause mass destruction on 9/11 were
boxcutters. Firearms and explosives are easily
available in the United States and can be
used against buildings or modes of transportation. If the result of the war is that others
hate us worse than they do now, then we
have to understand that suicide bombings in
the United States may increase.
Moreover, that hatred may increase because others will resent that we have chosen
to apply rules to others that we are unwilling
to have applied to us. We would certainly not
tolerate another country applying "regime
change" to the United States. And we would
never approve of preemptive strikes when
there is no imminent threat as an acceptable
international policy. Recently, the Administration threatened Iraqi military personnel with
trials as war criminals; but the U.S. policy is
not to subject our personnel to the jurisdiction
of international criminal tribunals. The CIA has
now reported that the chance that Iraq will use
chemical or biological weapons has actually
increased since all of the talk about war
began.
Mr. Speaker, all of these problems persist
and questions remain unanswered, and they
lead to the same basic uncertainty-what is
the plan, both before and after the war, and
what are the consequences. Some have argued that a vote against the Resolution is a
vote to do nothing. That is not true. We should
act, but based on the information we have
now, I believe the wisest course is to proceed
with the strategy proposed by Secretary of
State Powell-U.N. weapons inspections in
Iraq enforced with multilateral military power.
That strategy has the support of the international community; it is most likely to actually
disarm Iraq; it does not require a massive, unilateral invasion force; and it reduces the risk
of provoking widespread armed conflict in the
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Middle East and terrorism in the United
States.
I therefore urge my fellow members to vote
against this resolution.
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE), a member of the
Committee on Financial Services.
Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, at its
heart this debate tonight is not about
Saddam Hussein. That debate is finished. We know that he is a tyrant and
a thug. The debate tonight is about
what our vision of America in this new
age of new threats should be, and the
one thing we should all agree on is
America is the greatest Nation on
Earth because it has always hued to
certain principles.
It
has always
matched the might of its Armed Forces
with the force of its principles. It has
never resorted through trial and tumult and storm to shortcuts even in
times of difficulty.
And there are three principles that
we should think about tonight: number
one, it is an American principle that
we engage the international community in a system of mutual security
and international law; number two, it
is an American principle that countries
do not engage in first strikes absent
international accord or truly imminent
threat; number three, it is an American principle that the United States
Congress is the group that makes the
declaration of war. And unfortunately,
Mr. Speaker, this resolution violates
every single one of those basic tenets
of American democracy.
They have put some legislative lipstick on it. They put some nice fuzzy
language around it. But ultimately it
violates this rule: no Congress should
give any President a blank check to
start a unilateral, ill-timed war, to let
him start a war for any reason at any
time with or without any allies. And in
doing so, these principles are violated.
Let me address the first one, the
basic principle that America stands for
international cooperation, and this has
been a bipartisan principle for decades
in this country. Republican and Democratic Presidents alike have worked
with the international community to
develop
international
law,
international support systems; and we have
led the Nation in doing so.
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We have led the Nation, because a
world where countries can strike one
another without international support,
without a true imminent threat, is a
law of the jungle. This Nation, even in
today's threat, should lead the world
forward to international law, rather
than backward to the law of the jungle.
This concept is more important after
September 11 than less, and it is more
important because of what the generals
have told us, General Hoar, General
Zinni, General Clark. We need to heed
their advice, because what they have
told us is simple and alarming.

They have told us that if we engage
in a unilateral attack in the Middle
East, it has the capacity of supercharging Osama bin Laden's recruitment efforts. There is no victory in the
destruction of one tyrant while breeding 10,000 terrorists. It is true that a
unilateral attack that inflames the
Middle East has the capacity of reducing our security rather than increasing
it. This violates an American principle.
Second, we have a principle of honoring our troops. We do not owe Saddam Hussein any more time. We do not
owe Saddam Hussein anything. But we
owe the soldiers and sailors and our
sons and our daughters who we would
send into the streets of Baghdad the ultimate effort to go the last mile to see
if we can resolve the disarmament, and
the total disarmament of weapons of
mass destruction, before war. We owe
our soldiers and sailors to make war
the last option, not the first step.
I got a letter from a mother from
Wenatchee,
Washington, this week
making one plea to me that when I
took this vote, to say that she understood her son could be involved in a
sacrifice at the cause of liberty, but
not until every option is exhausted,
and every option has not been exhausted. That is why we should pass
the separate resolution, which will call
for the President to go to the United
Nations, get a tough, certain, guaranteed disarmament effort, and get this
job done.
Third, we are a people who keep our
eye on the ball. We have a principle in
this Nation of not becoming distracted,
and we do not know why we should
take our eye off the ball, off the threat
of al Qaeda, which 1 month ago was
listed as a high threat of repeated terrorist attacks in this Nation, and go
put our precious resources in dealing
with what the CIA yesterday said was a
low threat of terrorist activities. It
does not make sense to the American
people to do that.
So for those purposes and those principles, international cooperation, honoring our troops, and keeping our eye
on the ball, Mr. Speaker, we should reject this resolution and pass the Spratt
amendment. This is the American way.
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS), a member of the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.
Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.
Mr. Speaker, this Nation once again
considers a course of action that will
define our moral standing in the history of free peoples. I agree that America should speak with one voice in response to the challenges to international peace, security, and human
rights posed by the regime in Iraq.
That voice must be founded on the
most fundamental of moral principles:
the sanctity of human life.
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The value of human life has been the
basis for the settled, bipartisan international policy toward Iraq that we in
this Congress have expressed in the
past. In 1998, Congress reflected a
strong, unified voice when we voted to
support legislation that noted Iraq's
violation of U.N. disarmament demands to eliminate all weapons of
mass destruction, as well as their development.
In that same year, we also enacted
the Iraq Liberation Act that authorized U.S. support for Iraqi liberation
forces in their efforts to replace the
Iraqi regime of Saddam Hussein. We
did so because Saddam Hussein has
proven himself to be a serious threat to
regional stability in the Middle East, a
growing threat to the United States,
and a leader who deserves to be tried in
an international tribunal for crimes
against humanity. However, we did not
authorize the unilateral use of U.S.
military forces towards that end.
Neither the American people nor
their elected
representatives
have
wavered in our support for the values
of human rights, security, international stability, and democracy reflected in those 1998 congressional resolutions.
However, as we consider this resolution, we must not forget one essential
fact. As the gentlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI) of the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence has
concluded, we have seen no evidence or
no intelligence to suggest that Iraq indeed poses an imminent threat to our
Nation. In the absence of an imminent
threat to the United States, I cannot
support the resolution proposed by the
Bush administration that would authorize preemptive military strikes by
the U.S. forces to enforce all relevant
U.N. resolutions, some of which deal
with issues other than Iraqi weapons of
mass destruction.
I agree with the senior Senator from
West Virginia, who has observed that
the President's proposed resolution is
dangerously hasty, redefines the nature of defense, and reinterprets the
Constitution to suit the will of the executive branch.
The resolution proposed by the administration would codify the doctrine
of preemption, the assertion that
America has the unilateral right to attack a nation that has not attacked us.
This, in my view, would be a precedent
with disastrous consequences. A unilateral first strike would almost certainly
result in substantial loss of life, both
among American troops and among
Iraqi civilians. A unilateral first strike
would undermine the moral authority
of the United States and could set a
devastating international
precedent
that we could then see echoed in conflicts between India and Pakistan, Russia and Georgia, China and Taiwan, and
in many other corners of the world.
In addition, unilateral U.S. action
may well destabilize the Middle East,

20184

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE

harming the international cooperation
that we need to defend America against
terrorism.
Experts tell us that the United
States might have to remain in Iraq for
a decade, a commitment requiring
international support and engagement.
Finally, the economic costs of going
it alone would undermine the ability of
our Nation to address our unmet domestic priorities.
Although this resolution would authorize the President to take this Nation to war, it is not a declaration of
war, it is a blank check to use force
without the moral or political authority of a declaration of war. Congress
must not abandon its authority under
resolution
Constitution.
This
the
would do just that.
The course of action that is more
consistent with the values and security
interests of the United States is to support a multinational collective security strategy towards the threats to regional peace and international stability that are posed by the regime in
Iraq. The administration has indicated
some progress within the United Nations Security Council towards that
goal. I join the President in urging all
members of the Council to act with due
diligence.
I also join in the position advanced
by our colleague, the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), who has
proposed that we once again authorize
U.S. military support for a renewed
and strengthened U.N. Security Council resolution that demands true disarmament by Iraq. This is a threat that
the civilized world must face together.
The regime of Saddam Hussein, after
all, is the world's problem as well as
our own.
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. JEFFERSON), a member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.
Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.
Mr. Speaker, our Nation is on the
verge of opening a new front in the
global war on terror. It is a front
fraught with peril. It is a front that
may send thousands of young Americans, men and women, to uproot a
ruthless dictator that has committed
unspeakable acts against his own people and wrought havoc on the world.
No decision is more difficult, more
wrenching for a U.S. President, the
Congress, or the American people than
to commit our soldiers and our Nation's prestige to a military conflagration. It is for this reason that we must
consider all possible diplomatic and
military options short of war.
As noted 19th century French author
Guy de Maupassant wrote, "Every government has as much of a duty to avoid
war as a ship's captain has to avoid a
shipwreck."
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of the Spratt substitute to
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the hands of a brutal dictator? What is
our best chance to evoke the response
from Iraq that will lead to unfettered
weapons inspections and eventual disarmament?
With long and careful thought I have
come to the conclusion that the leadership of Iraq will only submit to a credible disarmament process based on inspections if it is faced with a credible
threat of the use of force. It is the use
of force authorization that I pray will
never be used. And it is the use of force
authorization that should never be
used unilaterally. After Spratt, H.J.
Res. 114 provides the only remaining
prudent chance to stem these new
threats of unthinkable horrific terror
that our Nation and the world now
face, threats that we are now only just
beginning to understand. It is a chance
that I believe our country through this
Congress must commit to take at this
time.
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), who has been
a very active Member on this resoluEl 0030
tion.
I am relieved the President said that
Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I wish
war is not inevitable. And I am encour- to commend my colleague from New
aged that he has said that he would Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for his persevergive a diplomatic course to disarm Iraq ance. I know he has been here until the
through a U.N. process every chance to wee hours of the morning last night
work ahead of using force.
and this evening. And for those of us
Mr. Speaker, the Spratt resolution who oppose the underlying resolution,
guarantees the President's stated inwe are indeed in his debt. And I also
tentions are made law. As set forth in want to thank him for his leadership
the Spratt substitute, our Armed within our caucus, not just simply on
Forces should take action only against this particular issue but on many
Iraq only in conjunction with a new issues, particularly in terms of the conU.N. Security Council resolution that tinent of Africa. He is certainly somecalls for the complete elimination of one who commands our respect.
Mr. Speaker, I think it is important
Iraq's weapons of mass destruction.
If the U.N. Security Council resolu- to bring to the attention of the House
tion is violated or the U.N. does not disturbing reports that have recently
act, the President would need approval appeared in the national press about
from Congress for unilateral action, alleged efforts to tailor intelligence inand then only after making certain im- formation about Iraqi intentions and
portant certifications to Congress. capabilities to fill the contours of adThus, this vote would occur only if the ministration policy. And I wish to note
President has certified that further two particular stories from today's
and
yesterday's
Post
U.N. action is not forthcoming, force Washington
remains the only viable option, a Miami Herald.
Mr. Speaker, I will insert the articles
broadbased international coalition is
being formed, and the global war on now in the RECORD.
[From the Washington Post, Oct. 9, 20021
terrorism would not be adversely afANALYSTS DISCOUNT A'rACK BY IRAQ
fected by an Iraqi invasion.
(By Dana Priest)
Mr. Speaker, there is no such thing
Unprovoked by a U.S. military campaign,
as prudent haste. It is an understatement to say that we should take the Iraqi President Saddan Hussein is unlikely
time for calm deliberation by the Con- to initiate a chemical or biological attack
gress in a proceeding uncomplicated by against the United States, intelligence agencies concluded in a classified report given to
any question other than whether we select senators last week.
should commit to a course of action
However, the report added, "should Sadthat may cost a heavy toll in human dam conclude that a US-led attack could no
lives, hundreds of billions of dollars, longer be deterred," he might launch a
and the good will of the international chemical-biological counterattack. Hussein
might "decide that the extreme step of ascommunity.
I urge support of the Spratt sub- sisting Islamist terrorists In conducting a
of mass destruction] attack
stitute. But what is our course if WMD [weapons
against the United States would be his last
Spratt is not adopted? What then is the chance to exact vengeance by taking a large
best course for us to address the threat number of victims with him."
of terrorism and the threat of the use
The assessment was first made In a classiof chemical and biological weapons in fied National Intelligence Estimate, which

House Joint Resolution 114. It offers
the best and most certain way to
achieve our objectives of disarming
Iraq of weapons of mass destruction
and the best chance of avoiding a hasty
decision to go to war. It is a sensible,
prudent approach to managing the use
of force by our country.
Eleven years ago, then President
George Bush created one of the most
coalitions
multinational
impressive
that the world has ever seen. He very
wisely determined that it was not in
our Nation's interest to act unilaterally to liberate Kuwait.
The Spratt substitute is informed by
that experience. It limits the opportunity of our current President for unilateral action to liberate Iraq.
I am pleased that President George
W. Bush has engaged the U.N. during
the current crisis. I am grateful that
he has recognized that our Nation
should work with the United Nations
Security Council and allow weapons inspections to go forward and this process to occur.
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includes the analysis and opinions of all relevant U.S. intelligence agencies, that was
given to the Senate intelligence committee
last week. A declassified "white paper" on
Iraq was released days later. At the urging of
the committee, which is controlled by Democrats, additional portions of the intelligence
report were declassified by the CIA Monday
and released last night.
With lawmakers poised to vote this week
on a resolution giving President Bush authority to attack Iraq, the new intelligence
report offers grist both for supporters and
critics of the administration's policy. The
CIA assessment appears to suggest that an
attack on Iraq could provoke the very thing
the President has said he is trying to forestall: the use of chemical or biological weapons by Hussein.
But the CIA also declassified other elements of analysis that seem to back up the
President's assertion that Iraq has active
ties to al Qaeda-a growing feature of the administration's case for considering military
action.
Among the intelligence assessments linking Iraq with al Qaeda is "credible reporting" that the group's "leaders sought contacts in Iraq who could help them acquire
WMD capabilities," according to a letter to
senators from CIA Director George T. Tenet.
Tenet added: "Iraq's increasing support to
extremist Palestinians, coupled with growIng indications of a relationship" with al
Qaeda, "suggest Baghdad's links to terrorists will increase, even absent U.S. military
action."
In his speech to the nation Monday night,
Bush said: "Iraq could decide on any given
day to provide a biological or chemical weapon to a terrorist group or individual terrorists. Alliance with terrorists could allow the
Iraqi regime to attack America without
leaving any fingerprints."
The letter's release shed light on a behindthe-scenes battle over Iraq-related intelligence. The CIA's detailed, unvarnished
view of the threat posed by Iraq is central,
say many lawmakers, to how they will vote
on the matter. Yet an increasing number of
intelligence officials, including former and
current intelligence agency employees, are
concerned the agency is tailoring Its public
stance to fit the administration's views.
The CIA works for the president, but its
role is to provide him with information untainted by political agendas.
Caught in the tug of war over intelligence,
say former Intelligence officials familiar
with current CIA intelligence and analysis
on Iraq, have been the CIA's rank and file
and, to some extent, Tenet.
There is a tremendous amount of pressure
on the CIA to substantiate positions that
have already been adopted by the administration,"
said Vincent M. Cannistraro,
former head of counterterrorism at the CIA.
Tenet last night released a statement
meant to dispel assertions that the letter
contained new information that would undercut the case Bush made Monday night.
"There is no inconsistency between our
view of Saddam's growing threat and the
view as expressed by the President in his
speech," the statement read. "Although we
think the chances of Saddam initiating a
WMD attack at this moment are low-in
part because it would constitute an admission that he possesses WMD-there is no
question that the likelihood of Saddam using
WMD against the United States or our allies
in the region for blackmail, deterrence, or
otherwise grows as his arsenal continues to
build."

In explaining why the items In the letter
were not also released before, Tenet said he
did not want to provide "Saddam a blueprint
of our intelligence capabilities and shortcomings, or with insight into our expectations of how he will and will not act."
Still, he noted, the agency could nevertheless declassify further information not previously disclosed. Included in his letter were
snippets of an Oct. 2 closed-door session.
Included in that was questioning by Sen.
Carl M. Levin (D-Mich.), in which he asked
an unnamed intelligence official whether it
"is likely that [Hussein] would initiate an
attack using a weapon of mass destruction?"
The official answered: "... in the foreseeable future, given the conditions we understand now, the likelihood I think would be
low."
Levin asked: "If we initiate an attack and
he thought he was in extremis ... what's the
likelihood in response to our attack that he
would use chemical or biological weapons?"
The answer came: "Pretty high, in my
view."
In his letter, Tenet responded to senators'
questions about Iraq's connections to al
Qaeda. "We have solid reporting of seniorlevel contacts between Iraq and Al Qaeda
going back a decade," Tenet wrote. "Credible
information" also indicates that Iraq and al
Qaeda "have discussed safe haven and reciprocal non-aggression."
[From The Miami Herald, Oct. 8, 2002]
DISSENT OVER GOING TO WAR GROWS AMONG
U.S. GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS
(By Warren P. Strobel, Jonathan S. Landay
and John Walcott)
WASHINGTON.-WhIle President Bush marshals congressional and international support for invading Iraq, a growing number of
military officers, intelligence professionals
and diplomats in his own government privately have deep misgivings about the administration's double-time march toward
war.a
These officials charge that administration
hawks have exaggerated evidence of the
threat that Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein
poses-including distorting his links to the
al Qaeda terrorist network-have overstated
the extent of international support for attacking Iraq and have downplayed the potential repercussions of a new war in the Middle
East.
They charge
that the administration
squelches dissenting views and that intelligence analysts are under intense pressure
to produce reports supporting the White
House's argument that Hussein poses such an
immediate threat to the United States that
preemptive military action is necessary.
"Analysts at the working level in the intelligence community are feeling very strong
pressure from the Pentagon to cook the intelligence books," said one official, speaking
on condition of anonymity.
VIEWS ECHOED
A dozen other officials echoed his views in
interviews with the Knight Ridder Washington Bureau.
They cited recent suggestions by Defense
Secretary Donald Rumsfeld and National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice that Husseln and Osama bin Laden's al Qaeda network are working together.
Rumsfeld said on Sept. 26 that the U.S.
government has "bulletproof" confirmation
of links between Iraq and al Qaeda members,
including "solid evidence" that members of
the terrorist network maintain a presence in
Iraq.
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The facts are much less conclusive. Officials said Rumsfeld's statement was based in
part on intercepted telephone calls in which
an al Qaeda member who apparently was
passing through Baghdad was overheard callIng 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 terrorist operation while he was in Iraq, they
said.
In his Monday night speech, President
Bush said a senior al Qaeda leader received
medical treatment In Baghdad this yearimplying larger cooperation-but he offered
no evidence of complicity In any plot between the terrorist and Hussein's regime.
Rumsfeld also suggested that the Iraqi regime has offered safe haven to bin Laden and
Taliban leader Mullah Mohammed Omar.
While technically true, that too is misleading. Intelligence reports said the Iraqi
ambassador to Turkey, a longtime Intelligence officer, made the offer during a visit
to Afghanistan in late 1998, after the United
States attacked al Qaeda training camps
with cruise missiles to retaliate for the
bombings of the U.S. embassies in Kenya and
Tanzania. But officials said the same Intelligence reports said bin Laden rejected the
offer because he didn't want Hussein to control his group.
NO IRONCLAD PROOF
In fact, the officials said, there's no ironclad evidence that the Iraqi regime and the
terrorist network are working together, or
that Hussein has ever contemplated giving
chemical or biological weapons to al Qaeda,
with whom he has deep ideological differences.
None of the dissenting officials, who work
in a number of different agencies, would
agree to speak publicly. But many of them
have long experience in the Middle East and
South Asia, and all spoke In similar terms
about their unease with the way that U.S.
political leaders are dealing with Iraq.
All agreed that Hussein is a threat who
eventually must be dealt with, and none flatly opposes military action. But, they say,
the U.S. government has no dramatic new
knowledge about the Iraqi leader that justifies Bush's urgent call to arms.
"I've seen nothing that's compelling," said
one military officer who has access to intelligence reports.
Some lawmakers have voiced similar concerns after receiving CIA briefings.
Sen. Richard Durbin, D-I11., said some information he had seen did not support Bush's
portrayal of the Iraqi threat.
"Its troubling to have classified information that contradicts statements made by
the administration," Durbin said, "There's
more they should share with the public."
Florida's Sen. Bob Graham, chairman of
the Senate Intelligence Committee, last
week expressed frustration with the information he was receiving from the CIA and questioned the need to elevate Iraq to "our No. 1
threat."
In his Monday night speech, Bush stressed
that if Hussein gained control of radioactive
material no bigger than "a softball" he could
build a nuclear weapon sufficient to intimidate his region, blackmail the world and covertly arm terrorists. But a senior administration intelligence official notes that Hussein has sought such highly enriched uranium for many years without success, and
there is no evidence that he has it now.
Moreover, the senior official said, Hussein
has no way to deliver a nuclear weapon
against a U.S. target.
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"Give them a nuclear weapon and you have
the problem of delivery. Give them delivery,
even clandestine, and you have a problem of
plausible denial. Does anyone think that a
nuclear weapon detonating in a Ryder truck
or tramp freighter would not automatically
trigger a response that would include Iraq,
Iran, North Korea?" the Intelligence official
asked.
Here are some other examples of questionable statements:
Vice President Dick Cheney said in late
August that Iraq might have nuclear weapons "fairly 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 of plutonium on
the black market.
Also in August, Rumsfeld suggested that al
Qaeda operatives fleeing Afghanistan were
taking refuge in Iraq with Hussein's assistance.
Rumsfeld apparently was referring to
about 150 members of the militant Islamic
group Ansar al Islam (Supporters of Islam)
who have taken refuge In Kurdish areas of
northern Iraq. One of America's would-be
Kurdish allies controls that part of the country, however, not Hussein.
WALKOVER NOTION

Current and former military officers also
question the view sometimes expressed by
Cheney, Rumsfeld and their civilian advisors
in and out of the U.S. government that an
American-led campaign against the Iraqi
military would be a walkover.
"It is an article of faith among those with
no military experience that the Iraqi military is low-hanging fruit," one intelligence
officer said.
He challenged that notion, citing the U.S.
experience in Somalia, where militiamen
took thousands of casualties in 1993 but still
managed to kill U.S. soldiers and force an
American withdrawal.
Iraqi commanders, some officials warned,
also could unleash chemical or biological
weapons-although the American military is
warning them they could face war crimes
charges if they do-or U.S. airstrikes could
do so inadvertently.
Hussein also might try to strike Israel or
Saudi Arabia with Scud missiles tipped with
chemical or biological weapons.
Mr. Speaker, the Herald story states,
and I am quoting now, "that a growing
number of military officers, intelligence professionals and diplomats
within the administration have deep
misgivings about the march toward
war." The story continues, and again I
am quoting from the Miami Herald,
"These officials charge that the administration hawks have exaggerated evidence of the threat that the Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein poses, including
distorting his links to the al Qaeda terrorist network. They have overstated
the extent of international support for
attacking Iraq and have downplayed
the potential repercussions of a new
war in the Middle East. They charge
that the administration squelches dissenting views and that intelligence analysts are under intense pressure to
produce reports supporting the White
House's arguments that Hussein poses
such an immediate threat to the
United States that preemptive military
action is necessary. 'Analysts at the

working level in the intelligence community are feeling very strong pressure
from the Pentagon to cook the intelligence books,' said one official speaking on the condition of anonymity."
The article goes on to note that,
again, I am quoting, "a dozen officials
echoed his views."
Now today's Washington Post discusses what it calls a "behind-thescenes battle over Iraq-related intelligence." And, again, I am quoting:
"The CIA's detailed, unvarnished view
of the threat posed by Iraq is central,
say many lawmakers, as to how they
will vote on the matter. Yet, increasing numbers of intelligence officials,
including former and current intelligence agency employees are concerned the agency is tailoring its public stance to fit the administration's
views."
The article goes on to quote a former
head of counterterrorism of the CIA,
one Vincent Cannistraro, who says that
"there is a tremendous amount of pressure on the CIA to substantiate positions that have already been adopted
by the administration."
I submit, Mr. Speaker, that if these
reports are accurate, they represent a
dangerous state of affairs. When we
began our debate on this resolution
yesterday morning, we did not have the
benefit of declassified intelligence estimates released only last night, which
indicate that Saddam Hussein is unlikely to initiate a chemical or biological attack against the United States
unless he concludes that a U.S.-led attack is inevitable. Such contradictions
between classified information in the
administration's
public
statements
make it very difficult for Congress to
have a meaningful debate. It puts those
few Members of Congress who have access to this information as members of
the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence in a truly awkward position and leaves the rest of us and the
American people in the dark.
Senator GRAHAM, who chairs the Senate Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, has said that the classified information he has received does
not tally with the public statements of
the administration. But, of course, he
is not permitted to explain why. Based
on what he knows, he has described the
focus on Iraq as a distraction from the
war on terrorism that allows Syria and
Iran, countries which should be at the
forefront of any intelligence effort
against state sponsors of terrorism, off
the hook.
Let me conclude by saying that we
cannot discharge our constitutional responsibilities by allowing the administration to control the flow of information and simply trusting that they
know what they are doing. That is an
unacceptable situation in a democracy,
Mr. Speaker. And that is not what the
founders had in mind when they gave
Congress, not the President, the power
to declare war.
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Mr. Speaker, what is the responsibility of a
great power? Sometimes it is to act when others cannot, or will not, do so. Sometimes it is
to refrain from acting when others would, so
as not to set a dangerous precedent that others might follow. Always it is to recognize that
for better or worse our actions shape the rules
by which the international system operates.
The rule of law is a fragile thing. And through
our actions, we either strengthen or erode it.
If you think this is merely a theoretical concern, let me share with you an article from last
Sunday's New York Times. It is by Stephen
Sestanovich, a senior fellow at the Council on
Foreign Relations and professor international
diplomacy at Columbia University.
The article is entitled, "Putin Has His Own
Candidate for Pre-emption." It described the
efforts of senior Russian officials to co-opt the
rhetoric of the Bush Administration in their war
of intimidation against the neighboring Republic of Georgia, where some Chechen fighters
have taken refuge. Allow me to quote a few
lines:
"On the eve of President Bush's Sept. 12
speech to the United Nations on Iraq, Mr.
Putin wrote Secretary General Kofi Annan
charging that Georgia's passivity toward
Chechen fighters on its territory violated Security Council resolutions. Russia might therefore
have to act unilaterally. The chief of Russia's
general staff insisted that Mr. Shevardnadze
was 'in no way' different from Mullah Omar of
the Taliban."
"The Russian defense minister announced
that no United Nations vote was needed to attack Georgia. One Russian newspaper published military plans to occupy all of Georgiaand thereby 'dictate the terms' of its future existence as a state. The headline: 'Pre-emption
Moscow-Style.'"
Such are the dangers of unilateral assertions of power by the leader of the free world.
Such are the risks that other nations with aggressive intentions may use stale evidence
and ill-defined allegations to settle local grievances.
This is not to deny that there are times
when it is necessary to strike first against an
enemy who poses a "clear and present danger" to the safety and security of the Nation.
The Constitution is not a suicide pact, as Justice Jackson famously said. And the same is
true of the international legal order. We are
not compelled to stand by and allow ourselves
to be attacked before we can lawfully take action.
But any nation that engages in the preemptive use of force bears a heavy burden of
showing that its actions were justified by the
nature of the threat confronting it.
The principles that apply were formulated by
none other than Daniel Webster, who was
Secretary of State when the British launched
a surprise attack on an American ship, the
Caroline, in 1837.
Webster set forth the two conditions that
must exist: first, the need for self-defense
must be "instant, overwhelming, and leaving
no choice of means and no moment for deliberation." And second, the degree of force
used must be proportionate to the threat.
The resolution before us permits the President to take us into war without satisfying either of these requirements. It imposes no obligation upon him to show that the danger is
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truly immediate and the use of force truly necessary. Indeed, it speaks of a "continuing
threat," which suggests an ongoing situation
of indefinite duration. And it imposes no requirement that U.S. military actions be measured or proportionate to the threat we face.
In short, the resolution offers no rationale for
the exercise of its broad grant of authority. Nor
has the President provided one.
Last night, President Bush presented his
case for a preemptive military strike against
Iraq. I studied his speech with care, hoping
that he would set forth clear and convincing
evidence of the threat he perceives.
The speech offered ample evidence that
Saddam Hussein is a bloodthirsty tyrant who
has terrorized his own people and endangered
his neighbors.
The speech offered ample evidence that
Saddam Hussein has defied Security Council
resolutions for 11 years by continuing to develop weapons of mass destruction.
And the speech made clear--in case anyone doubted it-that Saddam Hussein is
deeply hostile to American interests.
What the speech failed to demonstrate is
that Saddam Hussein poses a threat to America or vital U.S. interests that-Webster's
words-is "instant, overwhelming, . . . leaving
no choice of means and no moment for deliberation."
In fact, it demonstrated just the opposite.
The President did not say, "Saddam Hussein
presents an imminent threat to the United
States." He said, "The danger is ...
significant and it only grows worse with time."
That is an argument for containment. It is an
argument for coercive measures, including unconditional inspections, disarmament, and the
freezing of assets. It may even be an argument for sanctions. But it is not an argument
for launching an unprovoked military attack.

The President didn't say. He said that Saddam
Hussein "could decide on any given day to
provide a biological or chemical weapon to a
terrorist group." Indeed he could. So could
any number of other nations, from Iran to
North Korea.
But the historical record suggests that he
can be deterred from deploying these weapons. One the eve of Operation Desert Storm,
Secretary of State Baker notified Iraq that any
use of its weapons of mass destruction would
result in a devastating American response.
And the weapons were never used.
In fact, according to declassified intelligence
estimates released only last night, Saddam is
unlikely to initiate a chemical or biological attack against the United States unless he concludes that "U.S.-led attack could no longer be
deterred." In other words, Saddam will unleash his arsenal only when he is facing annihilation-with nothing left to lose.
SUPPORT FOR TERRORISM

The President claimed that Saddam Hussein has links to international terrorism that
justify a preemptive strike against his regime.
What is the evidence? The President offered
four arguments. First, he said that Iraq and alQaida "share a common enemy-the United
States of America." Well, the United States
and Iraq share a common enemy-Iran. But
that's hardly evidence that we support Iraqi
aggression.
Second, he said that the Iraqi regime "gleefully celebrated the terrorist attacks on America." This is hardly admirable, but it is also
hardly evidence that they were behind the attacks. Any more than others who shared such
sentiments elsewhere in the Arab world.
The President's last two arguments are
more serious: that Iraq is continuing to finance
terror in the Middle East and has continued to
NUCLEAR WEAPONS
associate with leaders of al-Qaida, offering
The President stated that the Iraqi regime them safe harbor, medical treatment, and
has continued to pursue the development of training in terrorist techniques. Yet assuming
nuclear weapons, and could one day soon be that these allegations are correct, they argue,
in a position to threaten America or the Middle not for invasion, but for treating Iraq as we
East. He cited the Cuban missile crisis as treat the many other countries that provide
precedent for a preemptive strike to contain various kinds of support for terrorism but
that danger.
against whom we are not making plans for
But the missile crisis involved the imposition war.
of a naval quarantine to interdict the delivery
I do not mean to minimize these concerns.
of nuclear missiles capable of hitting the They are serious and deserve to be adUnited States-as clear an example of a pro- dressed, whether they occur in Iraq or in any
portionate response to an imminent threat as other country-especially one in which internal
can be imagined. In the present situation, the repression, the appetite for conquest, and the
CIA's best estimate is that Iraq "will probably possession of advanced weaponry go hand in
have a nuclear weapon during this decade."
hand.
Perhaps anticipating that some future adI applaud the President's demand for immeministration might one day cite the missile cri- diate Iraqi compliance with Security Council
sis to justify preemptive military action, Presi- resolutions. I would support a resolution that
dent Kennedy's own legal adviser expressly authorizes the limited use of our Armed
distinguished the Cuban missiles from what he Forces in support of international efforts to localled "threatening deployments or demonstra- cate and dismantle Iraq's weapons of mass
tions that do not have imminent attack as their destruction should Iraq fail to comply.
purpose or probable outcome."
Such a resolution would achieve the PresiCHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS
dent's desire that we "tell the United Nations
The President noted that Saddam Hussein and all nations that America speaks with one
has used chemical agents against civilian pop- voice."
Instead, the President insists on a resolution
ulations in his own country. This is true. It is
also true that these attacks last occurred that goes further. That authorizes the Presisome 14 years ago-with the full knowledge dent to "use the Armed Forces as he deterof a U.S. government that did nothing to pre- mines to be necessary and appropriate."
The President says that "approving this resvent them.
What is the imminent threat that such weap- olution does not mean that military action is
ons might be used against the United States? imminent or unavoidable." If so, I am relieved
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to hear it. But if military action is imminent or
unavoidable." If so, I am relieved to hear it.
But if military action is not imminent, then the
broad language that would authorize it premature.
If the American people are satisfied that our
cause is just and war is forced upon us, they
will do what needs to be done. But before we
risk the lives of our soldiers and countless innocent Iraqi civilians, before we divert untold
billions of dollars from our other battles, before
we forfeit the moral authority that has distinguished America among the family of nations,
we had better be sure we've taken every reasonable step to resolve this crisis without
bloodshed.
Until then, I cannot support a resolution that
gives the President a blank check to launch a
military strike that meets none of the legal requirements for preemptive action. We have
been down that road before. Itisnot a lesson
we should have to learn again. And it's not the
kind of example that the United States should
set for the world.
El 0040
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself the remaining time.
Let me conclude by thanking the majority for the
kindness and the
thoughtfulness that they have given
us. The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE) should be commended, as I mentioned earlier, a gentleman always, but
to allow everyone to have a word to
say.
The past 2 days with over 24 hours of
debate has been an historic time in this
House. A debate has endured that will
be noted and will be long-remembered
what was said here. We have debated
fundamental changes in the manner in
which this country operates, first
strike preemptive. Definitely a new
course of action for this Nation.
Of course, first strikes are nothing
new. In the medieval times there were
many, France into Germany, Spain
into Italy. In 1918, Germany entered
France. December 7, Japan attacked
the United States. So there has been
preemptive strikes but never the greatest Nation in the world taking a decision to make first strikes preemptive,
and so this is a new day for this great
Nation.
The Framers of the Constitution, the
Jeffersons and the Adams and Washingtons and Hamiltons, said let us be careful about power. We do not want a king
or emperor or dictator, and, therefore,
let us give the power of war to the Congress.
Here we are abdicating that responsibility and giving the right to declare
war to one person, to say it is his decision to do what he wants and he has 48
hours to tell us later what he has done.
Another
principle
that we
have
changed.
We jeopardize a coalition because I
believe right now our number one fight
is the battle against terror. The al
Qaeda cells that are in this country
and in 50 other countries and a false
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feeling of security will emerge when we
attack Iraq if that is done, and Americans will, therefore, believe that there
is a sense of security now and al Qaeda
is gone. There is definitely a difference
between the al Qaeda cells and the government of Iraq, and so we are leading
people down a wrong path to believe
that a defeat of Iraq, therefore, eliminates the war on terror.
We have heard recently that there is
a connection between al Qaeda and the
government of Iraq. This only was revealed in the last week or so. Many
wonder where this information is coming from and whether, in fact, it is indeed true. And, once again, we should
not lull our people into a false feeling
of security when we look over there
and say Iraq is done, we are safe again,
when the war on terror will still be
here.
So we talk about a new concept, regime change, Saddam Hussein should
go. This Is a tall order. How do we do
it? How long do we stay? How dangerous will it be? How costly will it be?
How are we going to rehabilitate Afghanistan? We have not drilled the
pumps to reach the low water tables as
we promised. We h:,,Ne not started construction of schools as we said. We
have not built the hospitals as we
promised, but now we will go into Iraq
and for how much? What will the cost
be? $100 billion? $200 billion? No one
really knows.
As the DOW has dropped from close
to 11,000 down to close to 7,000, almost
a 40 percent drop, how can we fund
this? We spend $1 billion a day today
on a $350 billion defense budget, with
another couple of hundred billion dollars on the side. How can we do it with
the unmet needs of PELL grants and
student loans, the needs for prescription drug benefits for seniors and section 8 housing, vouchers funding for elementary and secondary schools in the
leave no child behind legislation? How
do we deal with that?
So as we move to vote we should engage the U.N., we should encourage
them and support the inspectors to find
and destroy those biological and chemical weapons of mass destruction. We
should leave no stone unturned. We
should go unfettered. We should demand that, and I believe then we can
have the avoidance of war. We should
attempt to avoid war at any cost. I do
not believe that the United States is
eliminating the danger of the al Qaeda
cells in this country by us having a war
and attack on Iraq.
I would like to say that we are a
mighty powerful country. Let us use
our power and might. We love this
country. In school I used to recite the
poem, This is my country, land of my
birth; this is my country, the grandest
on earth; and I pledge thee my allegiance, America the bold, because this
is my country to have and to hold.
Let us not misuse the power that we
have, but let us be sure that Saddam

Hussein is contained, that this world is
free of tyrants like that. Let us support the inspectors going in.
Mr. Speaker, I have no further requests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.
Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
the remaining time.
Mr. Speaker, as I close, I would like
to thank the gentleman from New Jersey. This has been, in fact, a long debate. It has been spirited at times, but,
in fact, it has always lived up to the
gravity of what we are considering, and
we owe that in no small part to the
gentleman from New Jersey.
The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE) has empowered me to close, and
I take that as a very unusual thing for
a freshman and something that is pretty important for somebody who not
only supports this resolution but who
supports this resolution often to the
dismay of other Arab Americans.
My family emigrated from the Middle East, one side of my family emigrated from the Middle East, and I bear
an Arab surname, and so for me and I
think for many people who are going to
support this resolution tomorrow, this
has to be a special case. We are not
pushing an 11-year or 12-year war to
the brink of a final military conflict
lightly.
I would call the Speaker's attentions
to these advertisements that came out
of Baghdad September 11 and a year
after September 11 as just another example of what is different about Saddam Hussein's regime.
After September 11, both as a member of the Committee on International
Relations and I believe as one of the
Members of this body whose ancestry
goes back to the Middle East, I was visited by not just one but every single
ambassador from the Middle East represented in this country. In every case
they expressed their horror, their sympathy and distanced themselves from
the terrible events of September 11;
and they did so in private, not intending to do it for the camera, but so that
I would understand. And I am sure they
visited virtually every other Member
so they would understand that that is
not what the Arab people are about,
that is not what Arab society, one of
the great societies that helped create
the world as we know it today, is
about.
It is not what the Iraqi people are
about, and to put out propaganda in
the Baghdad press talking about September 11 being Allah's revenge, in
fact, says it all about this regime.
Saddam Hussein and his party and
his almost 30-year rule has been all
about killing and violence and hatred.
He is not alone, but he is in a league of
his own. And as we close for tonight
and we move into tomorrow's short debates of 1 hour and final passage probably by midday, I hope that all of us
will remember that this is not about
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Arab people, not in this country and
not anywhere in the world.
The need to empower the President
to take this action, should it become
necessary, is all about the uniqueness
of this administration of Saddam Hussein and the actions he has taken in
the past, he takes in the present, and
we are quite certain that if that regime
is not changed or replaced, he will take
in the future.
I say as one Arab American to the
many Arab Americans and Muslim
Americans in this country and perhaps
to the Arabs around the world, America and particularly my community in
America has absolutely no hatred and
no willingness to participate in anything that is adverse to the Arab people.
L 0050
But we do have to insist that the
kind of tyranny that has gone on in
Iraq for so many decades must in fact
stop, either by Saddam Hussein living
up to his obligations under the U.N.
resolutions or his being driven from
power and an Arab leader who will respect the rule of law and who will provide the kind of fairness for his own
people can be found.
Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight
with a heavy heart but with determined resolve. A member of Congress faces no more
important debate than authorizing the President to use military force.
Just over a year ago, Mr. Speaker, the eyes
of the world were opened to the depths to
which evil men will descend in order to put
fear in the hearts and minds of peace loving
people.
In the post-September 11th world, Americans now understand that there are those who
have no regard for human life, and that they
will kill the innocent in untold numbers to
achieve evil goals.
We now also know that sometimes our Nation must act to prevent that which may happen in the future.
Which brings us to Saddam Hussein and
Iraq's pursuit of weapons of mass destruction.
Saddam has a unique brand of state-sponsored terror that threatens the world like no
other.
Unchecked, he pursues chemical, biological,
and nuclear weapons and has demonstrated
the capacity to use them.
Among dictators and despots, his record
stands by itself: he has brutally murdered and
repressed his own people, he has used chemical weapons against his neighbors and his
countrymen including women and children, he
has launched unprovoked attacks on other nations, he sponsored an assassination attempt
on former President Bush, he harbors terrorists including members of Al Qaeda, and he
defies the will of the United Nations and the
international community by refusing to disarm
and continuing to develop every conceivable
weapons of mass destruction known to man.
That is why it is critical that the United
States asserts its unique leadership role in the
international community and put an end to
Saddam's pursuit of weapons of mass destruction.

October 9, 2002

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE

Now is the time to work within the United
Nations Security Council to move a tough
Resolution calling for the complete disarmament of Iraq's weapons of mass destruction
under threat of force by a global coalition.
It must be the policy of the United States to
exhaust all forms of diplomacy within the
United Nations and other appropriate forums
before considering any other course of action
relative to disarming Iraq.
And if that diplomacy fails, then we must act
with the broadest coalition of nations as possible to force the disarmament of Saddam's
weapons of mass destruction.
Mr. Speaker, the strategy that Secretary
Powell briefed me on that we are pursuing
with the U.N. Security Council is precisely the
reason why I am such a strong supporter of
the Alternative being offered by John Spratt of
South Carolina.
The Spratt Alternative authorizes the use of
U.S. military force in pursuit of a Security
Council-sanctioned effort to disarm Iraq, by
force if necessary.
That is what Secretary Powell and the Administration are pushing for within the U.N.
right now and that is what the Congress
should be supporting.
This alternatives makes clear that if the Security Council fails to take action that Congress will act immediately to vote on authorizing the President to use unilateral, if necessary, force against Iraq to disarm.
We are also considering the underlying resolution that provides the President with the authority to use force in accordance with United
Nations Security Council Resolutions and unilaterally.
It is a significantly broader authorization
than the Spratt Alternative. However, changes
have been made including: (1) support for and
prioritization of U.S. diplomatic efforts at the
U.N.; (2) limiting the scope of the authorization
to Iraq only; (3) requiring presidential determinations to Congress before the president
may use force; (4) and requiring the President
to consult with and report to Congress
throughout this process.
I had hoped that there would have been
more opportunity for the House to improve on
the underlying resolution during the course of
this historic debate.
However, I was deeply encouraged by the
President's words Monday night when he said,
"Approving this resolution does not mean that
military action is imminent or unavoidable."
Likewise, I was deeply encouraged by my
meeting yesterday with Secretary Powell in
which he spelled out in detail our strategy for
action within the U.N. Security Council.
I take both President Bush and Secretary
Powell at their word. In the coming days,
weeks and months, I plan on holding them to
their words.
As a Ranking Member of the House Armed
Services Committee, I've seen the bravery of
our men and women in uniform.
In fact, I was able to visit many earlier this
year in Afghanistan and I was struck by their
determination to secure the peace for that nation thousands of miles from home.
It pains me that more families may be missing their loved ones soon.
Nevertheless, let there be no doubt that
Saddam Hussein's unfettered pursuit of weap-

ons of mass destruction are a real and growing threat to the United States and the international community, and that whatever course
others may take-America will defend herself.
Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
speak against this resolution. We all recognize
that Suddam Hussein is a tyrant and that he
is a dangerous enemy. The question is whether this resolution is the right way to address
the threats presented by his regime.
The Administration says that Iraq presents
an imminent threat to the United States, that
unless we give the President carte blanche to
launch a unilateral, preemptive attack, we will
be subject to attack by weapons of mass destruction. No one needs to convince us of the
horror of weapons of mass destruction or the
evil intentions of Saddam Hussein. But does
that justify the blank check this resolution
gives the President? We have listened to the
testimony, read the briefs, and weighed the arguments presented by the Administration. In
my view, they have yet to prove their case.
They have presented no credible evidence
that the United States faces imminent attack.
They have presented no credible evidence
that Iraq was involved in the September 11th
terrorist attacks or that it is giving material aid
to those involved in those attacks.
Are we setting the bar too high? I don't think
so. The evidence of imminent threat should be
credible, conclusive and irrefutable if we are
talking about the United States unleashing the
dogs of war. Striking the first blow is unprecedented in American history. It has always
been a point of honor that the United States
does not start wars. If we are going to depart
from a fundamental principle that has guided
U.S. foreign policy for more than 200 years,
the evidence of necessity must be iron clad.
This is much more than a point of pride. It
is not an abstract argument. Through this action, the world's only remaining superpower is
asserting a principle that the nations of the
world-including the United States-have
struggled to consign to the past. We have rejected the old idea that any nation which
claims to feel threatened or aggrieved can unilaterally and preemptively attack another without the sanction of the international community. The power to initiate war is no longer
untrammeled and absolute. Think for a moment of the precedent we are setting, of the
pandora's box we are opening. What if, tomorrow, India or Pakistan says the other constitutes an unacceptable threat? Would this
justify one of these nuclear-armed countries
attacking the other? What about China and
Taiwan? What about any number of other
countries whose relations with a neighbor are
beset with tension, suspicion, threats, and insecurity?
More immediately, what about our relations
with our allies, the nations on which we depend to help us keep the peace and bear the
burden of protecting our interests? We should
be careful not to initiate a new age of American unilateralism that leaves us without allies.
The Administration thinks they are dispensable
in the case of Iraq. Maybe they are. But if our
alliances fray and disintegrate, it is certain that
there will come a time when we do need
them. Will they be there for us? Maybe,
maybe not. But one thing we can be sure of:
it is foolhardy in the extreme to ignore our al-
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lies' importance to the system of international
relations and the maintenance of America's
prosperity and national security interests.
I have every confidence that our troops will
display the bravery and professionalism we
have come to expect from them. But the consequences of a U.S. victory are liable to be a
huge burden for the United States. We will
have taken on the responsibly for peace and
order, for feeding and sustaining an entire
population, and guaranteeing the territorial integrity of Iraq. All this in the context of a population which may or may not be receptive to
the presence of our armed forces. We will
have to counter the centrifugal dynamics that
drive the Kurds in the north and the Shiites in
the south away from the Iraqi state. We will be
responsible for defending Iraq's long border
with Iran against incursions. We are talking
about committing tens of thousands of troops,
perhaps hundreds of billions of dollars, for
many years, maybe decades.
And what will be the impact of an invasion
in the rest of the Muslim world? The reaction
will not be an outpouring of support for the
United States. It will feed the flames of fanaticism. It could well destabilize Egypt, Jordan
and other friendly nations. Are we prepared to
commit more troops, more money, more prestige to shoring up these governments?
Finally, let me offer some observations as a
member of the Armed Services Committee.
Implications of a war against Iraq will reverberate at every level of the Department of Defense. Problematic issues the military faces
today--global international commitments, increased personnel tempo, and over-reliance
on the Reserves and National Guard-will
only be exacerbated when military requirements for Iraq are thrown in the mix.
Of foremost concern is the inevitable enormous strain on military manpower. Secretary
of Defense Donald Rumsfeld testified before
the Armed Services Committee that no increase in troop end strength is necessary to
carry out an invasion and peacekeeping activities in Iraq. No one else whom our Committee
spoke to held this opinion. In fact, retired flag
officers and distinguished military analysts all
agreed that increased end strength was imperative for the ultimate success of our reconstruction of Iraq.
And the personnel problem extends far beyond the full time, active duty forces. Since
the Persian Gulf war, our reliance on the Reserves and National Guard has grown to the
point where it would be impossible for DoD to
meet its worldwide commitments without the
presence of these units. Reservists and
Guardsmen no longer talk about the rare mobilization in support of a national emergency;
rather, some units routinely deploy overseas
alongside their active duty counterparts. How
long can we continue to call upon these volunteers to shoulder more than their fair share?
How long can we ask civilian employers and
families of our Guard and Reserve to carry on
without them? I sincerely hope that one of the
first orders of business in the 108th Congress
is a comprehensive overhaul of our military
personnel system in order to ease the stress
on our citizen soldiers. Otherwise, our Reservists and Guardsmen are sure to vote with their
feet.
These considerations do not exhaust the
questions raised by the prospect of an attack
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on Iraq. Serious as they are, the most serious
questions of all are the ones none of us can
anticipate. War has a way of creating new dynamics and unleashing new forces in the
world. All too frequently, those consequences
are inimical to the interests of established
powers. Those who see the dawn of a new
era of peace, stability and democracy in the
Middle East as a result of a strike against Iraq
would do well to think again.
Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of this resolution.
The threat from Iraq is very real and increasingly dangerous. Saddam Hussein's belligerent intentions and his possession and ongoing development of weapons of mass destruction to fulfill those intentions make him a
clear and present danger to the United States
and the world.
Particularly worrisome is the evidence of
Iraq's UAV capability. Iraq's ability to use unmanned aerial vehicles to deliver biological
and chemical weapons far outside its national
borders represents a qualitative increase in
the danger it poses.
History demonstrates Saddam Hussein's
willingness to use such weapons against unarmed civilians, including his own people. And
it demonstrates his unhesitating instincts to invade his neighbors-Iran and Kuwait-and to
attack Israel.
That he appears, to quote Director Tenet's
recent letter, to be "drawing a line short of
conducting terrorist attacks" does not persuade me that he won't.
He is impulsive, irrational, vicious, and cruel.
Unchecked, he will only grow stronger as he
develops capability to match his disdain for
America and his Middle East neighbors.
History shows that had Israel not destroyed
Iraq's nuclear reactor in 1981, Saddam Hussein would now have nuclear capability. But
he did not cease his nuclear ambitions. Had
coalition military forces not swept through Iraq
in 1991, he would have possessed nuclear
weapons by 1993.
The CIA now reports that Iraq is one year
away from a functional nuclear device once it
acquires missile material. Waiting one hour,
one day, one month in such an environment,
as some suggest, is too risky.
We have to act now because the U.N. resolutions following the gulf war have not contained the Iraqi threat.
With the passage of time, international resolve to enforce United Nations resolutions
has weakened.
This resolution will demonstrate to the U.N.
American resolve to act if necessary, but preferably in a peaceful and multilateral way.
The strong and forceful language in this resolution will help Secretary Powell persuade his
counterparts at the U.N. and around the globe
to join us.
The resolution we are considering is greatly
improved from the draft the Administration proposed and I commend Leader GEPHARDT for
negotiating these improvements.
This resolution narrows the scope of action
to the threats to national security posed by
Iraq and enforcing compliance with U.N. Resolutions.
This resolution stresses a strong preference
for peaceful and diplomatic action, authorizing
the use of force only if all peaceful options
have failed.

This resolution requires the President to
comply with the War Powers Act and report
regularly to Congress should military action
become necessary, as well as after the use of
force is completed.
This resolution addresses post-disarmament
Iraq and the role of the United States and
international community in rebuilding.
And of crucial importance, this resolution requires the President to certify to Congress that
action in Iraq will not dilute our ability to wage
the war on terrorism.
Removing WMD from Iraq is an important
our
but
it
cannot
replace
priority,
counterterrorism efforts at home and abroad.
We must ensure that we do not divert attention from protecting our homeland-beginning
with the creation of a Department of Homeland Security.
We must also strengthen and expand programs and policies aimed at stopping the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and
their components. The ready availability of
matieral for chemical, biological and nuclear
weapons, and the know-how to make them,
has allowed Iraq to rebuild rapidly since 1991
and the expulsion of inspectors in 1998. But
nonproliferation programs have been underfunded at a time when they need to be expanded.
If we don't stop the flow of scientists and
materials for weapons of mass destruction, we
will soon be faced with another Iraq. The axis
of evil will grow to include more states. We will
encounter the nightmare scenario of nucleararmed terrorist groups, capable of blackmailing or attacking our cities and citizens
from within, with little hope of deterrence or diplomacy to stop them.
Sentiment in my district is high-both in
favor and opposition to this resolution. I thank
my constituents for sharing their views with
me. I have listened carefully, learned as much
as I could, and now it is time to lead.
Like all my colleagues, I fervently hope that
the U.S. will not need to use force. But the
best chance to avoid military action is to show
the U.N. and Iraq that we will not flinch from
it.
Giving diplomatic efforts every chance is the
right policy and this resolution gives diplomacy
its maximum chance to succeed.
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, September 11, 2001, brought to light a horror that
the American people and the world had up
until then only seen in movies. On that day,
we learned, as a nation, what it means to be
terrorized. The nineteen men who hijacked airliners and used them as guided missiles
showed us that even on our home soil Americans are not shielded from the reach of terrorism. Bearing in mind, we must continue to
defend against these forces of evil and those
who support them. We cannot spend the rest
of our lives in fear. I support this resolution in
order to protect the life of every American, at
home and abroad, I also believe it offers the
best chance for peace because it clearly communicates U.S. resolve to Saddam Hussein
and makes clear that his continued refusal to
disarm will be his undoing.
Mr. Speaker, granting the authority to send
our brave men and women in uniform overseas to fight in hostile territory is the most difficult decision we make in Congress. That was
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true last year and it remains true today. Since
the beginning of the first mission in Afghanistan on October 7, 2001, our military men and
women have fought terrorists and disrupted
their networks, liberated a country, and
brought the prospect of peace and democracy
to a nation that had not seen either in decades. While our military campaign in Afghanistan is slowly coming to a close, we must not
lose sight of our primary objective, to rid the
world of terrorists and those who sustain
them. Saddam Hussein and his regime in Iraq
fit this description.
Mr. Speaker, after sifting through the evidence, reviewing the facts, and probing the
Administration, I am convinced Saddam Hussein's regime is a clear and present threat to
the security of the United States and our allies. Since he came to power in Iraq in 1979,
Hussein has waged war on his neighbors and
terrorized his own people with chemical weapons. He has allowed terrorists groups, such as
al Qaeda, to operate safety in Iraq. He has
supported terrorist actions by compensating
the families of Palestinian suicide bombers for
their attacks on innocent Israeli citizens. He
orders his military to fire missiles and artillery
on U.S. and a coalition aircraft that patrol the
U.N.-imposed no-fly zones that protect Kurd
and Shi'a Muslims in Northern and Southern
Iraq, respectively. He has attempted to assassinate a former U.S. President. Moreover, he
has violated the basic human rights of his
people, causing them to live in fear and poverty, while he builds Presidential palaces and
lives of life of luxury. Currently, there is nothing stopping him from using weapons of mass
destruction against the United States and our
allies, or from giving them to terrorists.
After the gulf war in 1991, Saddam Hussein
agreed to abide by United Nations Security
Council Resolutions 686, 687, and 688. By
agreeing to these resolutions, Hussein was required to, among other things: allow international weapons inspectors to oversee the
destruction of his weapons of mass destruction; not develop new weapons of mass destruction; destroy all of his ballistic missiles
with a range greater than 150 kilometers; stop
support for terrorism and prevent terrorist organizations from operating within Iraq; help
account for missing Kuwaitis and other individuals; return stolen Kuwaiti property and bear
the financial liability for damage from the gulf
war; and end his repression of the Iraqi people. Mr. Speaker, he has taken none of these
required actions.
As a matter of fact, over the past decade,
Saddam Hussein has shown nothing but contempt for the United Nations and its memberstates. In all, Hussein has violated sixteen critical U.N. resolutions. It became obvious that
Hussein had no intention of cooperating with
the U.N. when Iraq ceased cooperation with
weapons inspectors on October 31, 1998,
after several years of evading, deceiving, and
even harassing U.N. weapons inspectors. This
flagrant violation of U.N. Resolution 687
prompted the passage of U.N. Resolution
1205, which called on Iraq to continue "immediate, complete and unconditional cooperation" with U.N. weapons inspectors. These
events led to the Clinton Administration signing the Iraqi Liberation Act of 1998 into law,
which clarifies the official position of the
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United States as promoting regime change in
Iraq. Regardless, it has been four years since
weapons inspectors last visited Iraq. There is
no doubt that within this time Hussein has reinvigorated his weapons programs, and according to the International Institute for Strategic Studies, an independent research center
based in London, there is little doubt that Hussein's nuclear capabilities are within reach.
If Saddam Hussein persists in violating U.N.
Security Council resolutions and refuses to
disarm and the use of force becomes our only
option, then the goal of military action should
not just be to remove weapons of mass destruction from Iraq. Military action must also
have the end result of removing Hussein from
power. In the end, nothing short of a regime
change will liberate the Iraqi people, whom
Saddam Hussein has repressed for more than
two decades. Since April of 1991, Hussein has
continued to ignore U.N. Resolution 688,
which requires him to allow immediate access
to international humanitarian organizations to
help those in need of assistance in Iraq. Furthermore, Hussein punishes his people by diverting funds from the U.N.'s "oil-for-food" program to pay for his weapons programs. I believe Saddam Hussein will continue to do what
he has done so effectively in the past: violate
the basic human rights of every Iraqi citizen.
I would now like to read to you the following
excerpt from the book The Threatening Storm:
The Case for Invading Iraq by Kenneth M.
Pollack. Mr. Pollack, a former analyst on Iraq
for the Central Intelligence Agency who served
on the National Security Council during the
Clinton Administration, is one of the foremost
experts on Saddam Hussein and the Iraqi regime.
This is a regime that will gouge out the
eyes of children to force confessions from
their parents and grandparents. This is a regime that will crush all of the bones in the
feet of a two-year-old-girl to force her mother to divulge her father's whereabouts. This
is a regime that will hold a nursing baby at
arm's length from its mother and allow the
child to starve to death to force the mother
to confess. This is a regime that will burn a
person's limbs off to force him to confess or
comply. This is a regime that will slowly
lower its victims into huge vats of acid, either to break their will or simply as a means
of execution. This is a regime that applies
electric shocks to the bodies of its victims,
particularly their genitals, with great creativity. This is a regime that in [the year]
2000 decreed that the crime of criticizing the
regime (which can be as harmless as suggesting that Saddam's clothing does not
match) would be punished by cutting out the
offender's tongue. This is a regime that practices systematic rape against its female victims. This is a regime that will drag in a
man's wife, daughter, or other female relative and repeatedly rape her in front of him.
This is a regime that will force a white-hot
metal rod into a person's anus or other orifices. This is a regime that employs thallum
poisoning, widely considered one of the most
excruciating ways to die. This is a regime
that will behead a young mother in the
street In front of her house and children because her husband was suspected of opposing
the regime. This Is a regime that used chemical warfare on its own Kurdish citizens-not
just on the fifteen thousand killed and
maimed at Halabja but on scores of other villages all across Kurdistan. This is a regime

that tested chemical and biological warfare
agents on Iranian prisoners of war, using the
POWs in controlled experiments to determine the best ways to disperse the agents to
inflict the greatest damage.
This is the fate that awaits thousands of
Iraqis each year. The roughest estimates are
that over the last twenty years more than
two hundred thousand people have disappeared into Saddam's prison system, never
to be heard from again. Hundreds of thousands of others were taken away and, after
unforgettable bouts of torture that left them
psychologically and often physically mangled, eventually were released or escaped. To
give a sense of scale, just the numbers of
Iraqis never heard from again would be
equivalent to about 2.5 million Americans
suffering such a fate.
It is true that Iraq has said publicly that it
will allow weapons inspectors to return. While
some members of the United Nations believe
Iraq is taking the necessary steps to rectify its
past transgressions, Iraq has placed several
conditions that can only hamstring the U.N.'s
efforts. If the U.N. bows to Hussein's demands, the legitimacy of the entire organization could be called into question.
The purpose of this resolution is to authorize the President to use such force as may be
necessary to protect the national security of
the United States from threats posed by Iraq
and to enforce U.N. Resolutions. Yet even
more clear than this language is the message
it sends. This resolution sends the message of
resolve. It shows that we are resolved to protect ourselves and our allies with whatever
means are necessary. And, it is precisely because of this message that we open up the
possibility of a peaceful settlement to this
great threat. To be clear, after eleven years of
dealing with Iraq one thing is certain: Saddam
Hussein is motivated only when he finds he
has no other options. This resolution demonstrates our unity behind action, should he
fail to meet the demands of the international
community. Without it, we can be assured that
Hussein's Iraq will continue stockpiling and developing weapons of mass death, providing
safe haven for terrorists, and tormenting his
own people. Meanwhile, the danger for American and our allies will grow even worse.
Additionally, we seem to be experiencing
quite a logjam in the U.N. I believe that passage of this resolution will help break that impasse and secure a meaningful and direct resolution from the U.N., which will help build a
larger multilateral coalition around this just
cause. If these last attempts at a peaceful solution do fail, then we must show that we are
resolved to act to rid the world of this great
threat.
Mr. Speaker, war should always take a
backseat to peace. I still hold out hope that a
peaceful solution can be reached. Unfortunately, time and time again, Saddam Hussein
has forsaken his opportunities for peace. He is
aggressively seeking to acquire nuclear weapons and build up his other weapons of mass
destruction. The longer he is allowed to make
progress on these deadly projects, the greater
the threat to us-including the threat that Iraq
could supply terrorists with weapons of mass
destruction. If Hussein refuses to comply, the
United States must take action, or risk the use
of biological, chemical, or nuclear weapons
against us on our own soil.
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, the decision before the Congress this week is whether or not
to give the President the option to use force
with Iraq if all else fails. It is similar to the one
before the Congress early in my career when
the elder Bush was in the White House. The
main difference was that Iraq had invaded a
sovereign nation, Kuwait, to the outrage of the
world community.
The world agreed that Iraq was the aggressor and must be driven out. The U.N. voted
for precisely that and we led the effort. Although much clearer in circumstance, it was
an extremely difficult decision.
Today things are not quite so clear. There
has been no invasion and there, at least at the
moment of this writing, is no U.N. sanction for
military action.
The arguments are more like piling straws
on a camel's back. Saddam Hussein is a murderer of his own people. He is a warmonger,
witness Kuwait, Iran and the Kurds in his own
country. He aggressively pursues the development of nuclear weapons. Remember Israel
bombed an Iraqi nuclear facility many years
ago. Hussein still pursues that goal. He has
accumulated thousands of liters of chemical
and biological weapons and is not afraid to
use them, in fact he has used them against
Iran and his own people. He planned an attempted assassination of an American president. He defies U.N. resolutions that ended
the '91 Gulf War, which called for the destruction of all weapons of mass destruction. He refused to allow weapons inspectors to do their
job and threatened and intimidated them at
every turn.
Now we are told that Iraq may have become
a weapons supermarket for terrorism. Some al
Qaeda leaders are there and other terrorist organizations have close ties; i.e. Abu Nidal. We
are told that Hussein provides $25,000 to
each family of the suicide bombers who attack
Israel. And we can't forget that during the Gulf
War Hussein rained Scud missiles down on innocent Israeli civilians in Tel Aviv and other
communities. Iraq now is working to extend
the range of their missiles.
Now, under the threat of U.S. action, Hussein agrees to let weapons inspectors back
into his country. Can there be any doubt that
the only thing this man responds to is the
threat of deadly force? One is tempted to believe Hussein is now prepared to admit weapons inspectors. And indeed we should and
must let that scenario play out before any act
of war. But the skeptic in me doesn't believe
a word that he says. History is a wonderful
teacher and we all know this man's history.
The U.N. has shown itself to be incapable
and unwilling to enforce its own resolutions.
As a guarantor of world peace they have a
checkered past at best. Without having the
threat of military intervention, the U.N. is a
paper tiger. I have long been a supporter of
the U.N. I believe that the nations of the world
must have a forum in which to settle their differences but when a tyrant like Hussein
thumbs his nose at the world, something isn't
right.
One last point, since the 9/11 attack on our
country we have been pouring over the coals,
literally and figuratively. One by one we have
connected the dots that led to the attack. We
have seen the threat that connects the plans
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to do great harm to our country and our people.
The President in these past weeks has connected the dots for us. He has pointed to Iraq
with great alarm and tried to help us to understand the threat. It is real. What we don't know
is how imminent and what shape the threat
will take.
After much thought and prayer and consultation with my constituents and with people
I love and trust, I have decided to support the
resolution before the House. Not because I
want to go to war. I don't, I remember the last
one. I remember meeting with Marsha Connor,
the mother of Patrick Connor of Marcellus who
was killed in action. It was heartbreaking.
But if we don't give the President that option, Saddam Hussein and Iraq will continue to
grow more troublesome and if they ever develop a nuclear weapon it would be horrific. I'll
vote for the resolution but I will implore the
President not to use force unless all else fails.
Negotiation, weapons inspectors, and U.N.
sanctions should come first.
And if we do indeed go, we should do so
with the other nations of the world who should
feel as threatened as we.
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of House Joint Resolution
114 and the need to protect the United States
from any threat posed by Iraq. However, my
support for the resolution is coupled with several concerns associated with potential unilateral action against Iraq.
The September 11 attacks on the United
States demonstrated the will of misguided,
vengeful leaders whose determination to harm
Americans seem boundless. Clearly, Saddam
Hussein is one of these leaders. This dictator
harbors terrorists, invokes chemical warfare
upon his own people and openly defies United
Nations Security Council Resolutions. His support of international terrorism, and pursuit of
stockpiling weapons of mass destruction
poses not only a threat to the United States,
but also to the world.
Since 1998, this body has voted on four
separate measures that appropriate funds for
Iraqi opposition forces, as well as call upon
Iraq to allow U.N. inspectors immediate, unconditional and unrestricted access to areas
they wish to inspect. Today's resolution takes
a step further and acknowledges that sanctions, weapons inspection and containment
have failed. It recognizes that Iraq and Saddam Hussein present an unrelenting hostility
to the United States. And we know when it
comes to the United States, Hussein has a
very prolific partner in hate: al Qaeda. In fact,
Saddam Hussein has openly praised the September 11 attacks.
The resolution before us authorizes United
States military force under two circumstances:
(1) In order to defend our national security
against a threat by Iraq, and (2) enforce U.N.
Security Council Resolutions relevant to Iraq.
Disarming Iraq is necessary to ensure our
national security. I was encouraged to hear
President Bush emphasize that Iraq can avoid
military force if all weapons of mass destruction are destroyed. I hope that Saddam Hussein will heed this advice.
I was also encouraged to hear President
Bush stress the importance of seeking a coalition, as I believe the support of the United Na-

tions Security Council is critical. The President
must persist in his efforts with the U.N. to approve a tougher inspection resolution. If inspection efforts fail, a U.N.-sanctioned military
force is the best course of action, as it would
garner support in neighboring countries, and
enhance the chances of post-war success. If
the U.N. were to fail to authorize force, then
the President should come back to Congress
and let us have a say about whether we go in
unilaterally.
Finally, I was glad to hear the President
pledge to rebuild a post-war Iraqi economy.
This is very important, as the cost of military
action must not only be weighed economically,
but regionally.
Although this is one of the most difficult
votes a Member of Congress will cast, I'm
afraid it is an inevitable action needed to protect the United States from Iraq and the destructive weapons it seeks to acquire and use.
Today, each and every member will vote
their conscience. Regardless of how we each
vote, at the end of the day we must remember
one thing: that we represent the people of the
United States and we must come together as
a body, and a people, just as we did on September 11.
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, today I find
myself standing here on the floor of the House
with anguish in my heart. I have read and listened to all sides, and I have struggled to understand why our great nation would want to
contemplate going to war.
When September 11th, 2001, happened, I
was in New York City, and as the enormity of
what terrorism could do to my City hit me, I
was stunned. Then I wept for all of those innocent people who were simply doing their jobs
and living their lives, who in one moment of
hate lost their lives. There has, however, not
been any conclusive evidence that links al
Qaida, those responsible for the tragedy of
September 11th, with Iraq.
Some question whether those who oppose
this resolution are forgetting those who died
on September 11 th; some question our patriotism. Though I should not have to affirm my
patriotism, I say simply that I love my country,
I love my city of New York, and I am not afraid
to deal with those who attacked it. It is the
most basic of our purposes as a national government, to defend our nation. But here we
speak of a different matter.
I am certainly pleased that the President
now recognizes that he must secure the approval of the Congress before taking our nation to war. This is progress and what our
Constitution requires. However, if our ultimate
goal is to disarm Iraq of all chemical and biological weapons, how does giving our President this right to go to war accomplish that
goal? Wouldn't working with the United Nations to implement a program of rigorous inspections move us closer to our goal? I believe that force should always be used as a
last resort, and never as the first way to accomplish a goal.
The new doctrine announced by the President, that the United States has the right to
engage in a preemptive strike, which he seeks
to implement through this resolution, frightens
me and establishes a troubling precedent.
This is a doctrine better left unused. It contravenes a half century of developed inter-
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national law, of which the United States has
been a champion. Taking this idea to its logical conclusion means that India and Pakistan,
for instance, nations with nuclear weapons
and a history of conflict, may no longer feel
bound by the limitations on the use of force
that have been agreed to by the family of nations. The United Nations will become irrelevant and the checks and balances that membership in the United Nations places on the
member states will no longer apply. Even if we
strike and successfully defeat Iraq militarily,
will this make our nation a safer place to live?
The Bush Administration often talks about
"regime change" in Iraq and the need to remove Saddam Hussein from power. In 1991
we decided against regime change because of
concern about the overall stability of the region. What has happened since that time that
has changed the goals of a military action?
As a nation we need to plan and think beyond what passage of this resolution and a
military victory would mean. The United States
would need to spend at least the next ten
years involved in an occupation, reconstruction, and re-building effort. This will require a
serious commitment of American resources
and troops. Are we ready to commit to the rebuilding that will follow military action?
As a nation have we carefully considered
what the impact of a unilateral attack by the
United States would be on Israel? If everything that has been attributed to Hussein this
evening is true, are we prepared to guarantee
the stability of the entire region when Hussein
finds himself threatened and decides to strike
out at his neighbors?
Our State Department is actively involved in
trying to improve the image of the United
States in the Arab world and particularly
among young Arab men and women. We do
not want them to perceive the United States
as an enemy. When we engage as a nation in
a unilateral military action against an Arab nation, an action that our allies are cautioning
against, how will the United States be viewed
in the Arab world? Perhaps the result will be
an increase in al Qaida's membership and a
renewed hatred toward Americans.
The United States is founded on the principles of justice and due process. If we disregard these principles and adopt a unilateral,
macho and aggressive stance, we lose our
moral authority in the world. Seeking the consensus of nations does not weaken us or expose us to danger; instead, it fortifies us and
brings to our cause the strength of our allies.
We want nations to look at us with respect
and not fear, outrage, and scorn. It is time for
us to take the lead in removing all weapons
from Iraq, but in a way that embraces other
nations instead of isolating us from them.
I will vote against this resolution, which permits a unilateral military attack, because I do
not believe that the President has made a
convincing case or provided sufficient evidence to merit its passage. However, let me
also make it clear that my vote against this
resolution, which I do not believe will make
our nation any safer, should not in any way
imply that I think the men and women in our
armed services are anything less than heroes.
They are courageous and brave.
So I end this speech as I began it, with
great sadness. I cannot agree with the course
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that our great nation is embarking on, one that
brings the threat of war closer and the goal of
peace further away.
Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, as Saddam Hussein continues to
defy the United States and the world, the avenue of options available in dealing with Hussein shrinks with every step he takes toward
attaining nuclear and other weapons of mass
destruction. It is clear that Hussein does not
aspire to acquire these weapons for the sake
of self-defense. The goal of these weapons is
aggression. This is not a man of peace. This
is a man of war. He has made a mockery of
the agreement ending the first Persian Gulf
War, and now he holds out hope that he can
continue to manipulate the world to hold on to
power. And he intends to hold power and use
it till he is successful in acquiring weapons of
mass destruction and with it, the ability to bully
and destabilize the Gulf region.
Hussein intends to use the currency of
these weapons to hold hostage the entire region. What then? Some argue that if the attack is not on the U.S. (which we cannot guarantee), we should not get involved. But who
believes that if he again invades another
country that the United States will be able to
sit on its hands as the stability of the Middle
East unravels? If he uses these weapons
against his neighbors, where will this nation be
on moral ground to allow him to continue without reprisal? Appeasement will not be an option. Further, who believes that our country is
better positioned fighting a nuclear armed
Hussein than one that is currently without that
capability? Who believes that the welfare of
our men and women in uniform is better
served in having them face an enemy with nuclear weapons than one who has not yet been
successful in doing so? The answer is no one.
With that being said, the urgency of dealing
with Hussein is ever increasing.
If Hussein attacks, the most brilliant diplomatic minds combined will not be able to bring
a peaceful end. However well intended those
hopes may be, eleven years of defiance have
shown that peaceful talks and negotiations are
not an option for Hussein. Rather, they are an
opportunity to a man who does not deserve to
lead the Iraqi people and who we cannot continue to appease.
Between 1987-1989, he ordered the deaths
of the Kurdish population by the tens of thousands-indescriminately spraying their villages
with poisonous gas. He has proven his imperialist nature through a path of destruction
against Kuwait. He has allowed the Iraqi people to starve in favor of diverting resources to
maintaining his grip on ruling Iraq. He has engaged in the periodic shake-up of his own administration, brutally eliminating threats to his
reign of power. He has suppressed every effort of democracy and change in Iraq with
bloodied and unremorseful hands. Saddam
Hussein has committed acts so far beyond the
pail of decency and acceptability that it leaves
one to wonder in shock why we have waited
so long to end this madman's career of carnage.
Our nation stands for freedom and humanity
and because it does, we had hoped we could
reason with Hussein. We hoped he would
comply with the conditions of the peace agreement ending the Persian Gulf War. In the

1990s, we hoped he would end the shenanigans of denying access to inspection teams
and end his lies and deceit by ending his
weapons program. In all these things, Saddam
Hussein failed. Through no lack of effort, we
have given diplomacy a chance.
No Saddam Hussein wants to fool the world
again. And it is the job of this body to ensure
that he does not. We have exhausted all reasonable efforts to deal with an unreasonable
madman. We have risked all too much in the
hope of peace, only to have these efforts manipulated by a illusional director. It has not
been our President, but Saddam Hussein himself that has made the most compelling case
for the need for his removal. Saddam Hussein
has in his actions, told the world that he is a
threat, that he is dangerous, and that he will
never be able to be held accountable unless
removed.
We can wait no longer as with each passing
day, Saddam Hussein draws closer to attaining unclear weapons and he exponentially increases the threat he poses to this nation, our
allies, and peace and stability. We owe to the
future generations not to make the mistake of
holding out hope for Hussein. We must act
with diligence to protect this country and we
must act decisively.
Let this be clear that this country loves freedom and loves peace. We deserve (and the
Iraqi people deserve) more than to be held in
fear by a ruthless dictator whose actions have
been unconscionable and continue to pose a
threat to humankind. We know what Hussein
is capable of and it is time to end the nightmare that he has unleashed on his people and
bring a complete end to his imperialist aspirations. Therefore, I strongly urge an aye on this
resolution.
Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, in view of Iraq's
history of violence, deception and hostility, and
the mounting evidence about its pursuit of
powerful weapons, our objective must be the
disarmament of Iraq and the fundamental reform of its current political leadership.
The Administration and many members of
this body realize that this task is one that must
be undertaken to protect America and its citizens. As we have learned, failing to recognize
the seriousness of threats posed by our enemies can have grave consequences. I support this resolution because it is critical to our
national security.
It does not obligate us to carry out military
action, but it makes clear to Iraq and all nations the depth of our commitment to extinguishing the threat, and ensures that the Administration has every option available to
achieve our objectives, including the use of
military force.
There is a looming menace to America, and
we ought not delay our efforts to neutralize it.
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of H.J. Res. 114, which expresses the
support of Congress for the Administration's
efforts to enforce the United Nations Security
Council resolutions mandating the disarmament of Iraq. Passage of this measure by
the Congress will authorize the President to
use American military forces to defend the national security of the United States against the
continuing threat posed by Iraq.
Let me state at the outset that it is my judgment that the situation in Iraq is very serious
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and very perilous. I have served on the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee for 24
years, and on the Intelligence Committee for
eight of those years. I have thus had a continuing interest in the campaign of deceit
waged by Iraqi President Saddam Hussein
ever since the day he agreed to abandon his
weapons of mass destruction following the
Gulf War. Based on the briefings I have had,
and based on the information provided by our
intelligence agencies to Members of Congress, I now believe there is credible evidence
that Saddam Hussein has developed sophisticated chemical and biological weapons, and
that he may be close to developing a nuclear
weapon. And furthermore, I believe he will not
hesitate to use these and any other weapons
he has in his arsenal against America and
against our ships and bases in the Middle
East region.
The CIA's most recent report on Iraq clearly
indicates that, after the ejection of weapons inspectors in 1998, Iraq continued its chemical
weapons program, energized its missile program, and invested more heavily in biological
weapons. Furthermore, Iraq's growing ability
to sell oil--despite the ban-increases Baghdad's capabilities to finance weapons of mass
destruction programs. Using these funds, it
largely has rebuilt the missile and biological
weapons facilities that were damaged during
Operation Desert Fox and has expanded its
chemical and biological infrastructure under
the cover of civilian production. The Iraqis
have also exceeded UN range limits of 150
kilometers for their ballistic missiles and they
are also developing unmanned aerial vehicles,
which would allow for a more effective and
more lethal means to deliver biological and
chemical warfare agents.
Beyond these weapons programs, there is
the question of nuclear weapons. In 1991, inspectors from the International Atomic Energy
Agency uncovered a secret Iraqi effort to build
nuclear weapons after they intercepted a shipment of trucks loaded with huge electromagnetic isotope separators used to make
weapons-grade uranium. These inspectors remained on the ground, working with U.N. arms
inspectors, until the day they were thrown out
of Iraq by Saddam Hussein, flagrantly violating
the terms of the disarmament agreements he
signed to save himself in the Gulf War cease
fire. Since 1998, there is credible evidence
that he has attempted to purchase uranium
and the hardware necessary to produce the
kind of weapon that could inflict infinitely
greater damage than any of the destruction
we witnessed on September 1 1th of last year.
There can be no doubt that Saddam Hussein
represents a growing menace. In the four
years since he expelled United Nations arms
inspectors from Iraq, he has become an
emboldened dictator whose hatred of the
United States has only grown stronger as he
has regained his military capability.
I believe that it is extremely important that
we continue our diplomatic efforts to gain
international support for action. Saddam Hussein has blatantly violated 16 important UN
Resolutions as he has continued the arms
buildup he pledged to curtail. With the growing
threat of those weapons, with the assistance
Iraq is providing to terrorist groups-including
al Oaeda-and with the compelling need to
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assert the authority of the international community, President Bush has appropriately
urged the UN to enforce the sanctions that its
members have approved over the last 11
years. I believe H.J. Res. 114-by showing
Congress's strong support for the President's
position on the issue-will substantially
strengthen our effort to develop a consensus
at the United Nations for a new and stronger
resolution demanding the verifiable removal of
Iraq's weapons of mass destruction.
I believe that it is important, in the language
of our Joint Resolution in Congress, to emphasize that we are determined in this cause: that
if these efforts to build an international coalition within the United Nations are not successful, we believe that the United States must still
take action, joined by the British and other nations who support us already, to ensure that
Iraq is never able to use the weapons of mass
destruction it has and those it is actively developing. In my judgment, the possibility of
Saddam Hussein using these weapons
against U.S. targets or our allies in the region
justifies the commitment of American military
forces, however much I truly hope that diplomatic efforts can succeed and that war can be
avoided.
Mr. Speaker, for our own safety and national security, I believe that we should support the position that the President expressed
at the United Nations last month. It is time for
action. We can no longer ignore the reality of
what Saddam Hussein is doing and we should
no longer postpone our response to the growing dangers of his weapons programs. I urge
my colleagues to vote for H.J. Res. 114.
Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Speaker, Saddam Hussein
has repeatedly demonstrated he is a threat to
peaceful nations around the world. He has the
money to finance his hostile intentions, he has
the capabilities to blackmail nations with the
use of weapons of mass destruction, and has
shown a willingness to use them.
Everyday our pilots in the northern and
southern no-fly zones of Iraq are the targets of
Iraqi fire. Perhaps even more frightening, Saddam Hussein continues to develop and stockpile weapons of mass destruction and actively
support international terrorism-both in violation of bona fide international agreements. In
fact, in all of his actions, Hussein has demonstrated a persistent refusal to comply with
every U.N. Security Council resolution in force
regarding his country.
U.N. Resolutions called for Saddam to end
both his WMD programs and his support for
terrorism. Yet, before Hussein kicked them out
of Iraq in 1998, weapons inspection teams
could testify to the large amount of research,
development, and materials associated with
nuclear, biological and chemical weaponsdespite Iraq's success in concealing the extent
of its capabilities. However, Hussein did manage to hide a great deal from these inspectors, and it was not until defectors shared crucial information about hidden stockpiles that
Saddam programs were set back, but never
completely shut down. Now some people say
we should have new inspections and do nothing else, believing this time that inspectors will
be able to do what they could not beforeidentify and dismantle Iraq's WMD capabilities.
Sadly, recent history teaches us otherwise.
The same can be said about Iraq's involvement with terrorism. Hussein continues to

maintain his ties with terrorist organizations.
Today his terrorist training camps continue to
breed more people intent on harming prosperous, free, and democratic nations around
the world-and endangering innocent civilians
in the process.
Hussein also targets innocent civilians in his
own country in violation of U.N. Security Resolutions. For example, the U.N. oil-for-food program allows Iraq to sell enough oil to provide
its citizens sufficient food and medicine to sustain a decent standard of living. However, the
profits from the oil never make it to the Iraqi
people; instead Saddam funnels this money
into his weapons programs. He then bolsters
his programs with illegal proceeds from smuggled oil.
In light of these actions, it is clear that the
world has a problem with Saddam and the
international community agrees. Yet instead of
action, many people want to limit the United
States to building broad coalitions and placing
international pressure on Saddam. Unfortunately, history-and the past ten years-has
shown us that no amount of international pressure can stop a dictator with such disregard
for international agreements and no diplomatic
coalition can change his contempt for human
life.
For decades Saddam Hussein has brutally
trampled on freedom and muzzled the self-expression of his people. He has threatened his
neighbors, supported terrorists, and stockpiled
weapons of mass destruction. We cannot remove ourselves from the struggle between
freedom and tyranny-good and evil. Saddam
Hussein is already engaged in a battle, and he
has been firing shots for the past decade.
Doing nothing is not an option.
With this resolution, Congress acknowledges that something must be done and expresses full support for the President. President Bush's speech on Monday demonstrated
that he-like the rest of us-does not want to
go to war. And the fact that President Bush
waited almost a month before using force in
Afghanistan makes obvious his desire to build
coalitions and utilize every peaceful opportunity to end international disagreement before
resorting to war.
However, he also understands the United
States carries an incredible burden of leadership in the world. For this reason when he
took office, President Bush assembled one of
the finest national security teams this nation
has ever seen. They have proven their leadership in previous military conflicts and understand the cost of military action. Their role in
the war on terrorism has also demonstrated
how much they care about U.S. troops and
the loss of life for anyone involved-both military and civilian. Now is the time to have faith
in the President's proven leadership and allow
him and his advisors to implement the strategy
that finally ends the threat Saddam poses to
the free world.
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker,
today I rise in strong support of House Joint
Resolution 114, authorizing the President to
employ the use of our Armed Forces against
Iraq, and urge its adoption by this Chamber.
For the past 2 days, the House of Representatives has had under consideration one of the
most serious resolutions it is capable of adopting and, like my colleagues, I take it very seri-
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ously. Some have argued that this resolution
is not necessary, that Iraq poses no immediate danger to the United States or any other
nation, and that we should not employ military
force against a sadistic terrorist regime that
displays not the slightest regard for human
life. Mr. Speaker, I disagree.
For the past 10 years, Saddam Hussein had
developed and stockpiled chemical and biological weapons and continued to construct facilities capable of producing nuclear weapons.
Evidence of this and other destructive activities on the part of Saddam Hussein is overwhelming. Mr. Speaker, for the sake of our
Nation's safety and that of our neighbors and
allies we cannot ignore this problem any
longer. Either Saddam Hussein gives the U.N.
weapons inspectors full, un-fettered, and unconditional access to all Iraqi facilities or the
United States will take action to disarm him.
I applaud President Bush, who has prudently and methodically made a strong case
for why the United States has the moral and
political authority to take action against Iraq, if
necessary. Mr. Speaker, we are at the end of
the line and words and international declarations will no longer do against a dictator who
has nothing but contempt for the freedom-loving world and his own people.
In addition to its stockpile of weapons of
mass destruction, Saddam Hussein has repeatedly violated the Persian Gulf War ceasefire agreement, snubbed numerous U.N. resolutions, brutalized and killed his own people,
plotted to assassinate a former U.S. President,
and has aided and harbored members of terrorists cells, including al-Qaida. Clearly, we
must act.
Mr. Speaker, the foremost responsibility of
government is to ensure the safety and security of its citizens. We demand safety and security in our neighborhoods, schools, and
workplaces; we should expect the same in the
international community as well. Although I remain hopeful that this conflict with Iraq can be
resolved peacefully, I am prepared, for the
sake of our Nation's security, to employ force.
This resolution is not, as some have stated, a
"blank check" for the President. Congress has
and will continue to maintain its constitutional
prerogatives if armed conflict with Iraq should
ensue, but as a nation, we have the right to
take action. Thus, I urge the adoption of
House Joint Resolution 114.
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, today, we are
debating the most fundamental issues we face
as a Congress and as a country. Today we
are debating whether to send America's sons
and daughters into harm's way, whether a
threat exists to America's security and whether
we need to act now or wait. We have no more
grave responsibility as legislators than defending our Nation and democratic way of life.
American foreign policy has had a single
objective since the foundation of our republic.
That objective has been to defend our independence and freedoms. Over the years the
policies America has followed have changed
to meet the changing threat.
During America's first century we followed a
policy of staying out of foreign conflicts, comfortable in the security offered by two oceans.
The Monroe Doctrine represented the first expansion of American policy in its vigorous assertion of America's right to ensure that no foreign power intervenes in our hemisphere. The
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last century saw a further expansion of American power as we acted to prevent any hostile
power or ideology from dominating the eastern
hemisphere and threatening our continued
independence.
Today, we face a new challenge, a homicidal dictator striving to acquire the means to
threaten our civilization and kill millions of our
fellow Americans. Saddam Hussein already
has the means; he only lacks the material
needed to build an atomic bomb. It has been
widely reported that he could build a bomb
within a year were he to acquire certain materials. A nuclear armed Saddam Hussein would
represent a clear and present danger to our
nation.
No one who has objectively looked at the
facts, no one who has seen the Kurdish villagers gassed on Saddam Hussein's order, no
one who remembers the invasion and looting
of Kuwait, no one looking at the facts can
doubt that a nuclear Saddam Hussein would
be a threat to our Nation and civilization.
Given these facts I think it is important we
understand what we are debating today. We
are not debating whether a nuclear Saddam
Hussein is a threat. No honest analysis can
deny that. We are not debating how to confront Saddam Hussein. No one wants war and
it is my earnest hope that our actions today
will convince Saddam Hussein that he must
disarm and give up his goal of acquiring nuclear weapons. However, we can only succeed in avoiding war if Saddam Hussein is
convinced that he risks war and the destruction of his regime if he continues to defy us.
What we are debating today is timing. Do
we confront Saddam Hussein today or wait.
Do we act now when he does not possess nuclear weapons or wait until he does. Common
sense tells us that the risky course is to wait.
Our responsibility as legislators dictates we
act against any threat to our independence.
Opponents of this resolution say the risks are
too great and that there is too much that is unknown, but the risks of not acting are far
greater and the unknown far more terrifying.
Let us remain true to previous generations
of Americans who have been vigilant in protecting our freedom and vote for this resolution. Let us live up to the expectations set by
the Founding Fathers and support this resolution.
Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of the resolution before us today. The
principle purpose of the resolution is to authorize the use of military force--if deemed necessary-to remove Saddam Hussein from
power in Iraq. The Hussein regime poses a direct threat to the security of the United States
and our partners in the world. And this threat
must not be allowed to stand.
In the aftermath of the Persian Gulf War,
Saddam Hussein agreed to numerous United
Nations Security Council resolutions-16 of
them-as conditions of his political survival.
Now, almost 12 years later, Iraq's leader has
failed outright to comply with these terms of
peace. Hussein has continued to stockpile
weapons of mass destruction, subjected the
people of Iraq to squalor and starvation, openly sponsored terrorist attacks, and has in all
ways defied the international community. He
has lied repeatedly and there is no doubt that
he cannot be trusted.

Yet still, many wonder if Saddam's distant
rogue regime is a real threat to our national
security, and the safety of American citizens?
To answer this question we need look no
further than the horrors of 9-11 and how terrorists from afar were able to strike at America. Hussein's hatred of our country has been
made plain. Despite our best efforts at border
security, it is conceivable that terrorists, sponsored by Hussein, might smuggle Iraqi weapons into the United States for use in an attack
against our citizens.
Our intelligence reports confirm this threat
as real. Iraq maintains an extensive stockpile
of sophisticated chemical and biological weapons, and is continuing in its program to develop nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them. We also know that Iraq supports
terrorist groups and encourages violence
against Israel with cash payments to the families of suicide bombers. Under Hussein's regime, Iraq has become a new safe-harbor for
al-Qaeda and other terrorist groups.
Just as we must vote to pass the resolution
before us, so too must the United Nations reaffirm its importance in the global theater, approving the use of force against Iraq. As in the
Gulf War, a unified coalition effort from the beginning would help foster consensus to rebuild
Iraq and reconstitute a new Iraqi government
following military action.
As we prepare for what may be an inevitable war scenario in Iraq, we must acknowledge the possible outcomes of such an action,
both positive and negative.
Our objective would be to eliminate the
threat posed by Hussein's regime, and thereby
create a more stable political environment in
the Middle East. Still, the decision to commit
American troops to the battlefield is never
easy. In addition, there are also other considerations, such as, if we are successful in our
mission, what happens next? What kind of
force will it take to successfully see through a
transition in Iraq and foster a new democracy?
While these possibilities must be considered
when weighing any action, the immediate
issue is clear: Iraq is a threat that must be
dealt with swiftly.
I firmly believe that our President will make
the right decision, in the best interest of the
United States, and I have the utmost confidence in the integrity of his counsel. Mr.
Speaker-at times we must be willing to use
force to protect the security of our people and
of our Nation.
Now is one of those times.
I would like to thank my colleagues in the
House for introducing this strong resolution,
and would like to urge all to stand by the
President and vote for its passage.
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, more than
200 years ago, the first President of the
United States addressed the Nation's first
Congress with these prophetic words, "the
preservation of the sacred fire of liberty and
the destiny of the Republican model of government are . . . finally, staked on the experiment entrusted to the hands of the American
people."
Now we find ourselves in a new century,
confronted by new trials.
We have withstood attempts at invasion,
survived a bloody civil war, endured two world
wars and prevailed in the long twilight struggle
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President Kennedy spoke of more than forty
years ago.
Ten years ago, confronted by the specter of
Kuwait brutally overrun by Iraqi forces, the
United Nations and the United States led a coalition of more than 28 nations in a war of liberation.
Then President Bush plainly outlined our
war aims. "Our objectives" he said "are clear.
Saddam Hussein's forces will leave Kuwait.
The legitimate Government of Kuwait will be
restored . . . and Kuwait will once again be
free." All of this was achieved.
He then went on to say that once peace
was restored, it was our Nation's hope, "that
Iraq will live as a peaceful and cooperative
member of the family of nations." This hope
has gone unfulfilled.
And so, in Franklin Roosevelt's words,
"there has come a time, in the midst of swift
happenings, to pause for a moment and take
stock-to recall what our place in history has
been, and to rediscover what we are and what
we may be. There is no greater example of
what we are than how we responded to the
terrible events of September 11.
Confronted with a massacre of innocent
lives; the attack on the World Trade Center
and the Pentagon, and the horror of the instruments of modern technology being used as
the means of our destruction, we did not falter.
In the weeks and months since, we have
buried our dead, cared for our wounded, aided
the widows and orphans, improved our defenses and taken the war to our enemy.
Now we are asked to do more.
Over the past few months, I have agonized,
along with many of my neighbors and constituents, on the degree of threat the renegade regime in Iraq represents to our safety and security.
It is for these and other reasons that I set
the bar so high on what I would require before
I would embrace any presidential action that
included the use of force to remove Hussein
and his henchmen from power.
The most compelling reason, as I wrote to
my constituents was the realization that, "any
decision to finally remove Hussein and his regime, once begun, could not be permitted to
fail.
For those reasons, I urged the administration to work to promote a regime change short
of the use of the military option.
I went on to argue that, should those efforts
fail, then it was incumbent upon the administration to make their case to the United Nations, to the American people and to Congress
before inaugurating any major military undertaking against Iraq.
This they have done. Now it is time for us
to decide. I will vote "yes" on this resolution.
While I still hold out some hope that by its
passage the United Nations will be empowered, to force Iraq to comply with the will of
the international community, that they eliminate all their weapons of mass destruction, I
bear too great a responsibility to allow my actions to be governed by that hope alone.
As a Member of Congress, I must act upon
information I possess in a way that most clearly protects our people and our way of life. And
what I know is this. Should the U.N. fail in its
mission, we will have very little choice but to
act.
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I am now persuaded that, left to his own devices, Saddam Hussein will not be content
until he has the means to murder his own
people and the people of many nations with
the most horrible weapons of war. This we
cannot permit.
Neither can we permit him to cause the kind
of world economic blackmail and chaos that
could ensue, should he be allowed to continue
his arms build-up. As President Eisenhower
once observed, "We are linked to all free peoples not merely by a noble idea but by a simple need. No free people can for long cling to
any privilege or enjoy and safety in economic
solitude."
I do not take this step lightly. To knowingly
spend the precious blood of our sons and
daughters and the wealth of this peaceable
people, even in the noblest cause, is a burden
no sensible man desires. But, in the end, our
place in the world as the pre-eminent champion of human rights and human liberty leaves
us very little choice.
At the close of his 3rd Inaugural Address,
on the eve of our Nation's being drawn into
the Second World War, Franklin Roosevelt
spoke these words, "In the face of great perils
never before encountered, our strong purpose
is to protect and to perpetuate the integrity of
democracy. For this we muster the spirit of
America, and the faith of America. We do not
retreat. We are not content to stand still. As
Americans, we go forward, in the service of
country .. "
Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of this resolution. It is both reasonable and
necessary.
At its essence, our debate is about the critical need to ensure Saddam Hussein fully understands our resolve to protect our citizens
and to promote peace around the world. There
is no question we would all prefer it if the path
ahead did not include military action. Unfortunately, Saddam Hussein may not allow us that
option.
The President and other members of his administration have provided a sober, convincing
picture of the threats our nation faces from
Iraq's current regime. As the President said
earlier this week, "While there are many dangers in the world, the threat from Iraq stands
alone because it gathers the most serious
dangers of our age in one place."
And this "one place" is led by an evil, evil
dictator who directs his intense hatred toward
America, Americans, our interests and our allies.
Iraq's leadership has continued to aggressively pursue the development of weapons of
mass destruction to add to his arsenal. We've
all talked about these weapons but it's worth
spelling out what they can be: chemical weapons, biological weapons and even nuclear
weapons. Saddam Hussein has shown his
cruel willingness to use such devastating
weapons against his own citizens and his
neighboring countries in the past. I sincerely
doubt he's had a change of heart.
We must also not ignore the support of terrorism found in Hussein's Iraq. September 11,
2001 was a horrific reminder that terrorists are
serious in their intent to harm Americans. This
step is a continuation of the war against terrorism that our nation has been forced to undertake.

It is Saddam Hussein himself who provides
the final proof that we must act. He has a robust history of disregard of the international
community and its laws. Time and again, he
has willingly and defied the United Nations
and the world community by ignoring the
agreements he has made. He has constructed
a wall of delay and deception that at times is
as thick as the cloud of black smoke from the
malicious oil fires that greeted our troops in
1991 as they liberated Kuwait.
It's obvious that Iraq's current regime presents problems not just for the United States,
but problems for international peace and stability. We can not deny the seriousness of the
situation, and I believe America should provide
its leadership for the sake of peace and justice.
The President has earned our confidence
through his leadership since last fall's terrorist
attacks. The President is determined to pursue
a course of action with regard to Iraq that will
both ensure our own nation's security and promote international stability and I support his
efforts.
At the same time, I want to make it clear
that I respect those who have sincere opposing views on the question before us. The freedom to disagree is one among many freedoms
that we are vigorously trying to preserve and
I would never want that to change. Few in Iraq
who disagree with Saddam Hussein can share
their opinions openly.
The resolution we are considering makes it
clear that America prefers to find solutions together with the United Nations and other international leaders. It also provides authority for
the President to use force if diplomatic or
other peaceful means are not effective. It preserves America's right to act on its own as we
must in self-defense of our nation's interests.
Mr. Speaker, the first major vote I took as
a Member of Congress in 1991 was to support
the international coalition's effort to liberate
Kuwait from Iraqi aggressors. No one wanted
war then, but it was necessary. No one wants
war now. We don't seek it. It is my fervent
hope that war with Iraq may yet be avoided.
And it may. But our shared and firm commitment to the security of our nation should not
be questioned by Saddam Hussein or the
world community.
Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today in support of H.J. Res. 114, the bipartisan resolution authorizing the use of military force against Iraq.
Like most Americans, I understand that our
security is threatened by rogue nations suspected of crafting biological and chemical
weapons, and by those who seek access to
nuclear weapons. I am convinced that Iraq is
building an arsenal of weapons of mass destruction, following repeated refusals, over
many years, to comply with United Nations
weapons inspections. I believe it is our responsibility to ensure that Saddam Hussein is
no longer positioned to pose a major and imminent threat to U.S. national security. I further believe that the President should have the
authority to use force against Iraq, if he deems
it necessary.
Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, let's
get this straight: a preemptive war is a war
nonetheless, a war the would-be preemptor
starts.

October 9, 2002
According to our Congressional Budget Office, the aggressive war the President wants
to start against Iraq would cost our taxpayers
between $6 and $9 billion a month. With most
people's retirement accounts in the tank, the
Federal accounts drenched in red ink and so
many people out of work, don't we have better
and less violently fatal ways to spend money?
Despite our using parts of Iraq for bombing
practice over a ten year period, Iraq hasn't attacked us. But if we carried out a campaign to
destroy the regime entirely, what would Saddam have to lose by trying to sneak biological
weapons into the U.S.? As we have seen in
Afghanistan, it is not physically possible for us
to bottle up a country so that no one can slip
away.
A preemptive strike without U.N. Security
Council compliance is, by definition, aggression and a treaty violation. A duly entered into
treaty is the law of the land. Moreover, the
mandate of our Constitution is that Congress
alone has the authority to start a war. And the
Constitution does not permit Congress to delegate any part of that authority to the President
as this proposed resolution would do. In discussing that Constitutional provision (Art. 1,
Sec. 8, Clause 11), Congressman Abraham
Lincoln wrote in part:
Allow a President to invade a neighboring
nation whenever he shall deem it necessary
to repel an invasion, and you allow him to do
so whenever he may choose to say he deems
It necessary for such purpose-and you allow
him to make war at pleasure.
There are twenty million people in Iraq not
named Hussein. An invasion would kill untold
thousands of those already weakened people.
On Saturday the President said, "We must
do everything we can to disarm this man before he hurts one single American." Could that
possibly mean that the President believes the
American soldiers who would be slaughtered
in the war he wants to start against Iraq would
not be "hurt." Should such stark horror be so
casually inflicted on so many young Americans on such flimsy and dubious evidence?
Let's get another thing straight: the al-Qaida
did not invent terrorism; it is anything but "a
new kind of war." It went on during the reconstruction period in America and periodically
since.
Not long ago, President Reagan and VicePresident Bush were telling us one of the
good things about their then-friend Hussein
was that he was secular and not a religious
fanatic. Now suddenly this President Bush is
telling us that Hussein is in cahoots with religious fanatics who, even the most casual student of the mideast knows, hate Hussein's
guts and would be delighted to overthrow him.
Bear in mind that the Bush/Hussein friendship
was still going strong after both the Hussein
invasion of Iran and his use of gas weapons
against his own people.
For 40 years, the Soviet Union was our adversary and was armed to the teeth with awesome nuclear weapons with intercontinental
capability that made Hussein the pipsqueak he
is. The Soviet Union also slaughtered millions
of its own people and invaded neighboring
countries. The Soviets were our Saddam Hussein of the time. But no U.S. "preemptive
war." Not necessary because the Soviets
knew use of nuclear weapons would mean
their suicide.
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For the sake of argument, let's say Hussein
had primitive nuclear weapons now, which he
almost certainly does not. He and his gang
aren't so dumb that they don't know use of
such weapons would mean that he and his
"grizzly gang" would be vaporized within minutes by our awesome nuclear capability.
So why war now? Mr. Rove, the White
House politics man, is on record as saying
that war is good for his party to win elections.
Is this, then, a political question or a moral
one?
One of the greatest dangers to an American
soldier is a poor economy at election time.
In good conscience, I cannot cast my constituents' vote for this latter-day Gulf of Tonkin
Resolution. It is said that the only thing we
learn from history is that we do not learn from
history.
Mrs. BONO. Mr. speaker, since coming to
Washington, I have taken part in many significant and historical debates. Most of the time,
Republicans and Democrats have been at
odds with one another. But last week, as I and
a group of my Democrat and Republican colleagues, discussed this issue with the President of the United States in the Cabinet Room
of the White House, I felt a sense of purpose
and bipartisanship that made me proud to
serve as a Member of Congress.
To grant our President the authority to use
force against the regime of Saddam Hussein
as a last resort is not a vote I take lightly.
However, over the course of our nation's
young history, there have been many times
when I wish we had been able to prevent a
variety of calamities. From the assault on
Pearl Harbor to the terrorist attacks of 9-11,
we have been reminded time and time again
that we do not live in splendid isolation.
It is for this reason we must consider taking
up arms yet again to defend ourselves. While
I realize the human cost of war on both sides
is sobering, the cost of inaction in this case
could far exceed our worst fears.
Saddam Hussein has used weapons of
mass destruction on his own people. He has
used them against the Iranians. There is no
question in my mind that this international outlaw has a diabolical drive to acquire nuclear
weapons to use against our Nation and our allies. If we do not act now, we will have put the
lives of our citizens at risk and we will have
failed our future generations. We will go down
in history as having given up our principals out
of fear. History will not forgive us.
Our World War II generation of men and
women, under the leadership and strength of
FDR and Churchill, fought and died to give us
the freedoms we enjoy today. It is now up to
us to rise to this new threat. While I believe
we must work with our allies to exhaust all
reasonable diplomatic means, we must also
be prepared to take military action to defend
our country from a tyrant who can unleash a
reign of terror upon the civilized world never
before seen.
Mr. Speaker, it was quite significant for so
many of us with such varied backgrounds and
philosophies to come together with the President in the Cabinet Room last week. We were
able to prove that national security is an issue
that transcends party lines and sends a signal
to our aggressors that we will stand firm and
united in order to protect our country and her
citizens.

The world is watching us. The United States
and this Congress cannot be afraid to lead
and defend. We have a sacred obligation to
our people and our way of life.
Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, just
a few short weeks ago, I believed the President's focus on unilateral U.S. action raised
more questions than it answered. Chief among
my concerns were issues such as international
support, the existence of a clear and present
danger to the United States, conditions for
maximizing success and minimizing casualties, and the effect of unilateral action of Middle East stability.
I was pleased to see the President listen to
these concerns, work closely with the Congress, and produce the bipartisan resolution
currently under debate in the House. One
thing is clear, the strength of our Republic, our
commitment to debate, democracy and freedom is as strong today as in any time in our
Nation's history.
Like most Americans, I have wrestled with
the question of how to neutralize the threat of
Saddam Hussein. During my travels in Michigan, thousands of constituents have shared
their concerns about a unilateral and full-scale
American invasion of Iraq. In fact, I continue to
share those very concerns.
This week, I will cast the toughest vote of
my time in public service-a vote that may
commit American men and women to a war
against Iraq and its brutal dictator. This is a
war in which lives surely will be lost. The first
time I faced such a tough decision was in giving the President authority to send troops into
Afghanistan to hunt down the terrorist who attacked our Nation on September 11, 2001.
As we all are learning, the face of war is
changing. Formal declarations of war by our
enemies are going the way of trench warfare
and cavalry charges-relics of a different era.
The resolution currently before Congress reflects that changing reality.
Today's enemies do not distinguish between
civilian and military targets. Today's enemies
are just as likely to use chemical and biological weapons as bullets and bombs. These are
the very real threats posed by modern enemies that do not allow us to wait for an attack of catastrophic proportions.
Going to war, however, requires more than
recognizing the threat. It is the immediacy of
these threats that pose a clear and present
danger to U.S. citizens. This was underscored
in my recent briefings at the White House with
National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice,
CIA Director George Tenet, and other military
intelligence and foreign policy experts. Their
information, some of it classified, reinforced
the very real threat Saddam poses with nuclear, biological and chemical weapons, and
his willingness to use them. Even against the
United States.
A great deal of soul searching has gone into
the process that began with talk about the
U.S. attacking Iraq and has now come to an
agreement on four very important points:
(1) Multilateral Action. Last month, after returning from a Middle East trip, it was absolutely clear that Saddam's neighbors who
know him best, fear him deeply and would
shed few tears if he were removed from
power. However, the region's leaders, especially Saudi Arabia, were concerned about the
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fragile future of the Middle East. They want
Saddam removed, but through a strong alliance, not one-on-one, America versus Saddam. This bipartisan congressional resolution
authorizes President Bush to "obtain prompt
and decisive action" by the United Nations Security Council to ensure that Iraq abandons its
strategy of "delay, evasion and noncompliance" with all relevant international resolutions.
(2) Force As Last Resort. The Bush administration and our allies must exhaust all diplomatic efforts before resorting to armed force in
Iraq. The resolution provides that President
Bush must certify to Congress, before any
military strike, if feasible, or within 48 hours of
a U.S. attack, that diplomatic and other peaceful means alone are inadequate to protect
Americans from Saddam's weapons of mass
destruction. If America must go to war against
a regime that threatens our lives, it will not
happen until all other possible solutions have
been exhausted.
(3) Congressional Oversight. In addition to
the certification to Congress before a military
strike, this resolution requires President Bush
to report to Congress every 60 days on "matters relevant" to the confrontation with Iraq.
(4) Retaining American Sovereignty. While
the resolution authorizes the United States to
work through a U.N. Security Council resolution, no American sovereignty is forfeited. If all
efforts fail and the national security of the
United States is under direct threat by Iraq,
the resolution authorizes the President to use
the Armed Forces of the United States as he
determines "necessary and proper" in order to
defend America.
God Bless America!
Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I am committed
to the war against terrorism, and believe that
stopping Saddam Hussein from developing
weapons of mass destruction is a necessary
part of that effort. At this time, however, I believe it is premature to authorize a unilateral
attack on Iraq.
Working with the international community is
the surest means of addressing this threat effectively, sharing costs and resources, and ensuring stability in Iraq and throughout the Middle East in the event of a regime change.
While the President has spoken of the value
of a coalition effort, the resolution before the
House today undermines the importance of
our allies and of maintaining the momentum of
international cooperation in the wider war on
terrorism.
I support the Spratt amendment to the resolution. This amendment would authorize the
use of U.S. forces in support of a new U.N.
Security Council resolution mandating the
elimination, by force if necessary, of all Iraqi
weapons of mass destruction and means of
producing such weapons. Should the Security
Council fail to produce such a resolution, the
amendment calls on the President to then
seek authorization for unilateral military action.
In this way, the amendment emphasizes our
preference for a peaceful solution and coalition support while recognizing that military
force and unilateral action may be appropriate
at some point.
We should not rush into war without the
support of our allies. We should not send
American troops into combat before making a
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good faith effort to put U.N. inspectors back
into Iraq, under a more forceful resolution. We
should not turn to a policy of preemptive attack, which we have so long and so rightly
condemned, without first providing a limitedtime option for peaceful resolution of the
threat. America has long stood behind the
principle of exhausting diplomacy before resorting to war, and at times like this we must
lead by example.
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Spaker, I rise today to
support H.J. Res. 114, a resolution granting
President Bush the authorization to use military force against Iraq. Never in my 8 years as
a Member of Congress has there been a vote
with as far reaching consequences as this
one.
I am under no illusions. War is a serious
matter with the real possibility of casualties. I
have given this decision a great deal of
thought, have sought wise counsel and have
spent much time in prayer. It is with a heavy
heart that I have come to the conclusion that
military action against Iraq may be our only
option.
For more than a decade the United States
has been working with the United Nations and
the international community to use diplomatic
means to bring a peaceful solution to the troubling situation in Iraq. We had all hoped Saddam Hussein and his regime would ultimately
comply with what the United Nations has demanded. Instead, he has violated, disregarded
and openly flouted the 16 U.N. resolutions.
We now know Saddam Hussein is actively
seeking nuclear weapons capability, and with
fissile material, could build one within a year.
A nuclear strike made against us or our allies
in the region could result in millions dead. Either Saddam Hussein acquires a nuclear
weapon, or we ensure he is stopped. Additionally, Hussein may have the propensity to sell
or given nuclear weapons to terrorist organizations one he had acquired them. This could
have devastating results.
Traditional nuclear deterrence and containment will not be effective with this regime.
Hussein has consistently shown no moral concern for the Iraqi people. Instead, he has a
record of acting with selfish deeds of violence
against his own family and people. He has
mortgaged everything in an effort to obtain nuclear weapon capability. In fighting international sanctions, he has forfeited $180 billion in oil revenue, impoverished many of his
people and allowed degradation of his military
forces.
Saddam Hussein has already shown the
propensity to use chemical weapons on his
neighbors in the region and on his own people, and he continues to possess and develop
significant chemical and biological weapons
capability. One source indicates that Saddam
Hussein has already used chemical and biological weapons 250 times.
In addition to these threats, the Iraqi regime
continues to aid and harbor international terrorist organizations, including groups that have
threatened the lives and safety of American
citizens.
I have had the opportunity to participate in
several classified briefings led by President
Bush, National Security Advisor Condoleezza
Rice and Deputy Director of Central Intelligence John McLaughlin. I am convinced that

Iraq poses an unquestionable and near-term
threat to the peace and security of the United
States and our allies abroad.
We can not allow those who wish harm on
the United States, and have the propensity to
deliver that harm, to acquire weapons of terror
and mass destruction. Inaction on our part
could lead to the massive loss of innocent
lives. The ten-year cat and mouse game Hussein has played with weapons inspectors must
come to an end. There is too much at stake,
and time is rapidly dwindling.
I believe it is in the national security interest
of the United States to prevent Saddam Hussein from obtaining a nuclear weapon and to
prosecute the war on terrorism, including
Iraq's support for international terrorist groups.
President Bush must continue his efforts to
get support from the United Nations Security
Council and must exhaust all reasonable diplomatic options available in hopes of avoiding
war. However, if Saddam Hussein and the
Iraqi regime continue to rebuff the international
community and threaten the peace and security of the United States, we must take swift
and decisive action. To do anything less would
be immoral and irresponsible.
Mr. Speaker, I support this resolution and
urge my colleagues on both sides of the isle
to do the same.
Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHUSTER). Pursuant to section 3 of
574,
the
Chair
House
Resolution
postpones further consideration of the
joint resolution until the legislative
day of Thursday, October 10, 2002.
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
A message in writing from the President of the United States was communicated to the House by Ms. Evans, one
of his secretaries.
CONTINUED PRODUCTION OF THE
NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES
BEYOND APRIL 5, 2003-MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 107272)
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid before the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Armed Services
and ordered to be printed.
To the Congress of the United States:
In accordance with section 201(3) of
the Naval Petroleum Reserves Production Act of 1976 (10 U.S.C. 7422(c)(2)), I
am informing you of my decision to extend the period of production of the
Naval Petroleum Reserves for a period
of 3 years from April 5, 2003, the expiration date of the currently authorized
period of production.
Enclosed is a copy of the report investigating the necessity of continued
production of the reserves as required
by section 201(3)(c)(2)(B) of the Naval

October 9, 2002
Petroleum Reserves Production Act of
1976. In light of the findings contained
in the report, I certify that continued
production from the Naval Petroleum
Reserves is in the national interest.
GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 9, 2002.
RECESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.
Accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 54
minutes a.m.), the House stood in recess subject to the call of the Chair.
0 0752
AFTER RECESS
The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HASTINGS of Washington)
at 7 o'clock and 52 minutes a.m.
REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
REQUIREMENT OF CLAUSE 6(a)
OF RULE XIII WITH RESPECT TO
CERTAIN
OF
CONSIDERATION
RESOLUTIONS
Mrs. MYRICK, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107-735) on the resolution (H.
Res. 577) waiving a requirement of
clause 6(a) of rule XIII with respect to
consideration of certain resolutions reported from the Committee on Rules,
which was referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed.
REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5011,
CONSTRUCTION
APMILITARY
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2003
Mrs. MYRICK, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107-736) on the resolution (H.
Res. 578) waiving points of order
against the conference report to accompany the bill (H.R. 5011) making
appropriations for military construction, family housing, and base realignment and closure for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2003, and for other purposes, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.
REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5010,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2003
Mrs. MYRICK, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107-737) on the resolution (H.
Res. 579) waiving points of order
against the conference report to accompany the bill (H.R. 5010) making
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appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2003, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed.
LEAVE OF ABSENCE
By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to:
Mr. MANZULLO (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of illness.
SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED
By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legislative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:
(The following Members (at the request of Mr. PAYNE) to revise and extend their remarks and include extraneous material:)
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes,
today.
Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
SENATE BILL REFERRED
A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker's
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:
S. 2127. An act for the relief of the
Pottawatomi Nation in Canada for settlement of certain claims against the United
States; to the Committee on Resources.
ADJOURNMENT
Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 7 o'clock and 53 minutes
a.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until today, Thursday, October 10, 2002, at 9 a.m.
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.
Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:
9573. A letter from the Administrator, Department of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department's final rule - Technical Assistance for Specialty Crops Program (RIN: 0551AA63) received October 7, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agriculture.
9574. A letter from the Secretary, Department of Labor, transmitting a bill entitled,
"Black Lung Consolidation of Administrative Responsibilities Act"; to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.
9575. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agency's final rule - Approval and Promulgation

of State Plans For Designated Facilities and
Pollutants: Massachusetts; Plan for Controlling MWC Emissions From Existing Large
MWC Plants [MA-01-7203a; FRL-7387-5] received October 7, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.
9576. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate
Administrator,
Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agency's final rule - Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; State of Iowa [IA
154-1154a; FRL-7392-6] received October 7,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.
9577. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate
Administrator,
Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agency's final rule - Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Indiana [IN144-1a;
FRL-7390-3] received October 7, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.
9578. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate
Administrator,
Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agency's final rule - Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; West
Virginia; To Prevent and Control Air Pollution from the Operation of Hot Mix Asphalt
Plants [WV 047-6021a; FRL-7391-3] received
October 7, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.
9579. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate
Administrator,
Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agency's final rule - Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; State
of Utah; Vehicle Inspection and Maintenance
Programs; Salt Lake County and General
Requirements and Applicability [UT-001-0038,
UT-001-0039, UT-001-0040; FRL-7262-2] received
October 7, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.
9580. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate
Administrator,
Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agency's final rule - Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; New
Hampshire; Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality Permit Requirements [NH-01-48-7174a; A-1-FRL-7376-5]
received October 7, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.
9581. A letter from the Senior Legal Advisor to the Media Bureau, Federal Communications Commission,
transmitting the
Commission's final rule - Implementation
of the Cable Television Consumer Protection
and Competition Act of 1992; Development of
Competition and Diversity in Video Programming Distribution: Section 628(c)(5) of
the Communications Act; Sunset of Exclusive Contract Prohibition [CS Docket No. 01290] received October 3, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.
9582. A letter from the Senior Legal Advisor to the Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communications Commission, transmitting the Commission's final rule - Amendment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Digital Television Broadcast Stations
(Fort Wayne, Indiana) [MB Docket No. 01302, RM-10333] received October 8, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.
9583. A letter from the Secretary of the
Commission, Federal Trade Commission,
transmitting the Commission's final rule Rule Concerning Disclosures Regarding En-
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ergy Consumption and Water Use of Certain
Home Appliances and Other Products Required Under the Energy Policy and Conservation Act ("Appliance Labeling Rule") received October 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.
9584. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission's
final rule - Specification of a Probability
for Unlikely Features, Events and Processes
(RIN: 3150-AG91) received October 7, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.
9585. A letter from the Chairman and CoChairman, Congressional Executive Commission on China, transmitting the Commission's first 2002 annual report; to the Committee on International Relations.
9586. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, transmitting the Department's final rule - Schedule of Fees for Consular Services, Department of State and
Overseas Embassies and Consulates received October 7, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on International Relations.
9587. A letter from the Auditor, District of
Columbia, transmitting a copy of a report
entitled, "Mismanaged Special Education
Payment System Vulnerable to Fraud,
Waste and Abuse," pursuant to D.C. Code
section 47-117(d); to the Committee on Government Reform.
9588. A letter from the Auditor, District of
Columbia, transmitting a copy of a report
entitled, "Certification of the Fiscal Year
2002 Revenue Projection in Support of the
District's $283,870,000 Multimodal General
Obligation Bonds and Refunding Bonds,"
pursuant to D.C. Code section 47-117(d); to
the Committee on Government Reform.
9589. A letter from the Executives Resources and Special Programs Division, Environmental Protection Agency, transmitting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Government Reform.
9590. A letter from the Director, Office' of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, transmitting the Administration's final rule Atlantic Highly Migratory Species Fisheries;
Atlantic Bluefin Tuna [I.D. 083002D] received
October 8, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.
9591. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, transmitting the Administration's final rule Fisheries Off West Coast States and in the
Western Pacific; Coastal Pelagic Species
Fisheries; Closure of the Fishery for Pacific
Sardine North of Pt. Piedras Blancas, CA
[Docket No. 011218302-1302-01; 091202B] received October 7, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.
9592. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Administration's final rule - Stone Crab Fishery of
the Gulf of Mexico; Amendment 7 [Docket
No. 020606141-22212-02; I.D. 031402C] (RIN: 0648AN10) received October 7, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.
9593. A letter from the Acting Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, transmitting the Administration's final
rule - Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
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Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Vessels
Catching Pacific Cod for Processing by the
Inshore Component in the Central Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket
No. 011218304-1304-01; I.D. 092502E] received
October 7, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.
9594. A letter from the Acting Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, transmitting the Administration's final
rule - Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Atka Mackerel in the Western Aleutian District [Docket No. 0112183041304-01; I.D. 092402D] received October 7, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.
9595. A letter from the Acting Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, transmitting the Administration's final
rule - Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Trawl Gear in the Chum
Salmon Savings Area of the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands Management Area [Docket
No. 011218304-1304-01; I.D. 091902D] received
October 1, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.
9596. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmitting the Department's proposed legislation
entitled, "'Child Abduction and Sexual Abuse
Prevention Act of 2002"; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.
9597. A letter from the Program Analyst,FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department's final rule Airworthiness Directives; Bombardier Model
CL-600-2B19 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2002-NM-196-AD; Amendment 39-12887; AD
2002-19-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received October
4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.
9598. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, transmitting the Department's final rule - Airworthiness Directives; Vulcanair S.p.A. P 68
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2002-CE-13-AD;
Amendment 39-12888; AD 2002-19-08] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received October 4, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee ol
Transportation and Infrastructure.
9599. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, transmitting the Department's final rule - Airworthiness Directives; Textron Lycoming 10540, LTIO-540, and TIO-540 Series Reciprocating Engines [Docket No. 2002-NE-03-AD;
Amendment 39-12883; AD 2002-19-03] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received October 4, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.
9600. A letter from the Program Analyst,FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department's final rule Directives;
SOCATA
Airworthiness
Groupe AEROSPATIALE Model TBM 700
[Docket
No.
2002-CE-15-AD;
Airplanes
Amendment 39-12881; AD 2002-19-01] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received October 4, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.
9601. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, transmitting the Department's final rule Standard Instrument Approach Procedures;
Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket No.
30331; Amdt. No. 3024] received October 4,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.
9602. A letter from the FMCSA Regulations
Officer,
Department
of Transportation,

transmitting the Department's final rule Development of a North American Standard
for Protection Against Shifting and Falling
Cargo (RIN: 2126-AA27) received October 1,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.
9603. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, transmitting the Department's final rule Standard Instrument Approach Procedures;
Miscellaneous
Amendments [Docket No.
30330; Amdt. No. 3023] received October 4,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.
9604. A letter from the Assistant Administrator for Procurement, National Aeronautics and Space Administration, transmitting the Administration's final rule - Contract Numbering (RIN: 2700-AC33) received
October 8, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Science.
9605. A letter from the Acting Director, Office of Regulatory Law, Department of Veterans' Affairs, transmitting the Department's final rule - Enrollment - Provision
of Hospital and Outpatient Care to Veterans
(RIN: 2900-AK38) received October 7, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.
9606. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service's final rule - Extension of Transition Relief for Foreign Partnerships and
their Withholding Agents under Notice 20014 [Notice 2002-66] received October 3, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and Means.
9607. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service's final rule - Examination of returns and claims for refund, credit or abatement; determination of correct tax liability
(Rev. Proc. 2002-66) received October 3, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and Means.
9608. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service's final rule - Qualified covered
call options (Rev. Rul. 2002-66) received October 3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Ways and Means.
9609. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service's final rule - Tax Treatment of
Payments Made Under the USDA Peanut
Quota Buyout Program [Notice 2002-67] received October 3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
9610. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service's final rule - Weighted Average
Interest Rate Update [Notice 2002-68] received October 3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
9611. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service's final rule - Summary of Revenue Procedure 2002-64 (Rev. Proc. 2002-64) received October 3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:
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Mr. HOBSON: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on H.R. 5011. A bill making appropriations for military construction,
family housing, and base realignment and
closure for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2003, and
for other purposes (Rept. 107-731). Ordered to
be printed.
Mr. LEWIS of California: Committee of
Conference. Conference report on H.R. 5010.
A bill making appropriations for the Department of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2003, and for other purposes
(Rept. 107-732). Ordered to be printed.
[October 10 (legislative day of October 9), 2002]
Mr. THOMAS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 5558. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to accelerate the
increases in contribution limits to retirement plans and to increase the required beginning date for distributions from qualified
plans; with an amendment (Rept. 107-733).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.
Mr. THOMAS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 1619. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the limitation on capital losses applicable to individuals; with an amendment (Rept. 107-734).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Rules. House Resolution 577. Resolution
waiving a requirement of clause 6(a) of rule
XIII with respect to consideration of certain
resolutions reported from the Committee on
Rules (Rept. 107-735). Referred to the House
Calendar.
Mrs. MYRICK: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 578. Resolution waiving points or
order against the conference report to accompany the bill (H.R. 5011) making appropriations for military construction, family
housing, and base realignment and closure
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2003, and for other
purposes (Rept. 107-736). Referred to the
House Calendar.
Mrs. MYRICK: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 579. Resolution waiving points or
order against the conference report to accompany the bill (H.R. 5010) making appropriations for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2003, and
for other purposes (Rept. 107-737). Referred
to the House Calendar.
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:
By Mr. EVANS:
H.R. 5583. A bill to amend the Small Business Act to establish a Government-wide
procurement goal for small business concerns owned and controlled by veterans, to
establish a presumption that service-disabled veterans and other handicapped individuals are eligible for benefits under the
Small Business Development Program, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Small Business.
By Mr. ISSA:
H.R. 5584. A bill to protect certain lands
held in fee by the Pechanga Band of Lulseno
Mission Indians from condemnation until a
final decision is made regarding a pending
fee to trust application for that land, to provide an environmentally sound process for
the expeditious consideration and approval
of an electricity transmission line right-ofway through the Trabuco Ranger District of
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the Cleveland National Forest and adjacent
Federal lands, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Resources.
By Mr. CASTLE (for himself and Mr.
BOEHNER):
H.R. 5585. A bill to provide for improvement of Federal education research, statistics, evaluation, Information, and dissemination, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Education and the Workforce.
By Mr. ENGLISH (for himself, Ms.
HART, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr.
PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. SHERWOOD, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. DOYLE, Mr.
COYNE, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
BORSKI,
Mr.
PLATrS,
Mr.
Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. MASCARA,
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
GREENWOOD, Mr. TOOMEY, and Mr.
PITTS):
H.R. 5586. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
141 Erie Street in Linesville, Pennsylvania,
as the "James R. Merry Post Office Building"; to the Committee on Government Reform.
By Mr. ENGLISH ifor himself, Mr.
WELLER, Ms. HART, Mr. HERGER, MS.
DUNN, Mr. SHAW, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr.
PICKERING, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon,
Mr. EHRLICH, and Mr. FOLEY):
H.R. 5587. A bill to extend the program
under which temporary extended unemployment compensation is provided, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.
By Mr. GEKAS (for himself and Mr.
SMITH of Washington):
H.R. 5588. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to establish penalties for aggravated identity theft, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. GRAVES:
H.R. 5589. A bill to provide emergency disaster assistance to agricultural producers to
respond to severe crop losses Incurred in 2001
and 2002; to the Committee on Agriculture.
By Mr. HAYES (for himself, Mr.
McHUGH, Mr.
MCINTYRE,
Mrs.
TAUSCHER, and Mr. JEFF MILLER of
Florida):
H.R. 5590. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide for the enforcement
and effectiveness of civilian orders of protection on military installations; to the Committee on Armed Services.
By Mr. KELLER (for himself, Mr.
BOEHNER, and Mr. CASTLE):
H.R. 5591. A bill to provide relief to teachers, administrators, and related services providers from an excessive paperwork burden,
and to reduce time spent by teachers on noninstructional activities, as required under
the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act; to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.
By Mr. KING:
H.R. 5592. A bill to eliminate the backlog
in performing DNA analyses of DNA samples
collected from convicted child sex offenders,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.
By Mr. MOORE (for himself and Ms.
MCCARTHY of Missouri):
H.R. 5593. A bill to provide assistance to
certain airline industry workers who have
lost their jobs, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.
By Mrs. MORELLA (for herself and Ms.
PRYCE of Ohio):
H.R. 5594. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to require labeling containing information applicable to
pediatric patients; to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Ms. SANCHEZ (for herself, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mrs.
BONO, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CONDIT, Mr.
DICKS, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. FARR of California, Mr. FILNER, Mr. GREENWOOD,
Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Ms. LEE, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD, Mr. NADLER, Mrs. NAPOLITANO,
Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and Mr.
UNDERWOOD):
H.R. 5595. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Commerce to establish and appoint the
members of a Marine Protected Areas Advisory Committee in accordance with a Department of Commerce document; to the
Committee on Resources.
By Mr. YOUNG of Florida:
H.J. Res. 120. A joint resolution making
further continuing appropriations for the fiscal year 2003, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Appropriations.
By Mr. KNOLLENBERG (for himself,
Mr. CAMP, Mr. CRANE, Mr. DOOLEY of
California, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. PENCE, and Mr. ROGERS of
Michigan):
H. Con. Res. 507. Concurrent resolution
urging the President to request the United
States International Trade Commission to
conduct an expedited review of the temporary safeguards on imports of certain steel
products; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
By Ms. LOFGREN (for herself, Mr.
HONDA, Ms. EsHoo, Ms. SANCHEZ, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. STARK, Ms. LEE,
Ms.

SOLIS,

Mr.

BACA,

Mrs.

NAPOLITANO,
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr.
ORTIZ, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. PASTOR, Mr.
BECERRA, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. REYES,
MS. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr.
GUTIERREZ,
Mr.
GONZALEZ,
Mr.
ACEVEDO-VILA, Mr. UNDERWOOD, and
Mr. FARR of California):
H. Res. 576. A resolution honoring the life
of Dr. Roberto Cruz; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolutions as follows:
H.R. 40: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.
H.R. 488: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.
H.R. 664: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 831: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.
H.R. 1086: Mr. TOWNS.
H.R. 1108: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.
H.R. 1269: Ms. VELAZQUEZ.
H.R. 1342: Mr. ARMY.
H.R. 1412: Mr. CHAMBLISS.
H.R. 1465: MS. VELAZQUEZ.
H.R. 1509: Mr. PHELPS.
H.R. 1520: Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
HOEFFEL, and Mr. SKELTON.
H.R. 1724: Mr. GILLMOR and Mr. ENGEL.
H.R. 1918: Mr. TIAHRT.
H.R. 1983: Mr. HOSTETTLER.
H.R. 2373: Mr. LAMPSON, Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN,
and Mr. LATOURETTE.

H.R. 2458: Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia.
H.R. 2630: Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H.R. 2874: Mr. HONDA and Mr. HASTINGS of

Florida.
H.R. 3027: Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 3109: Mr. ROHRABACHER.
H.R. 3183: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.
H.R. 3320: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 3430: Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
H.R. 3431: Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. TANNER, Mr.
REHBERG, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. YOUNG
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of Alaska, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr.
DEAL of Georgia, Mr. Wu, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, and Mr. HILLEARY.
H.R. 3592: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.
H.R. 3834: Mr. SULLIVAN and Mr. REYES.
H.R. 3884: Mr. ACKERMAN.
H.R. 3956: Ms. DEGE'rrE.
H.R. 3973: Mr. CRENSHAW.
H.R. 4075: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.
H.R. 4152: Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. TAYLOR of
Mississippi.
H.R. 4611: Mrs. CAPPS.
H.R. 4614: Mr. GUTIERREZ.
H.R. 4667: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina.
H.R. 4693: Mr. MICA.
H.R. 4698: Mr. ISRAEL.
H.R. 4704: Mr. HOEFFEL and Mr. TIERNEY.
H.R. 4726: Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 4760: Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 4763: Mr. PASTOR, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
GRUCCI, and Ms. PELOSI.
H.R. 5031: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. SHAW, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. PAYNE, Mrs. JO
ANN DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. LAHOOD,
Mr. ETHERIDGE, and Mr. GRUCCI.
H.R. 5044: Mr. CARDIN, Ms. SANCHEZ, and
Mr. FERGUSON.
H.R. 5079: Mrs. LOWERY.
H.R. 5098: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. BROWN of
Ohio.
H.R.
5119:
Mrs.
THURMAN
and
Mr.
GALLEGLY.
H.R. 5146: Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. ANDREWS, and Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 5191: Mrs. THURMAN.
H.R. 5197: Mr. WATT of North Carolina.
H.R. 5250: Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. MENENDEZ,
Ms. BERKELEY, MS. HART, and Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 5268: Mr. SAHO.
H.R. 5319: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr.
CANNON, and Mr. ISSA.
H.R. 5334: Mr. FOSSELLA and Mr. WAXMAN.
H.R. 5350: Mr. CROWLEY.
H.R. 5353: Mr. EHRLICH.
H.R. 5380: Mr. SOUDER and Ms. WATERS.
H.R. 5383: Mr. HOLDEN, Ms. DEGETTE, and
Mr.JOHN.
H.R. 5411: Ms. RIVERS, Mr. DICKS, Mr.
PLATTS, Mr. FRANK, Mr. MURTHA, Mr.
GRAVES, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. Ross, Mr. ISRAEL,
Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN,
Mr.
CROWLEY,
Mr.
ISAKSON, Mr. EVANS, and Mr. BOSWELL.
H.R. 5412: Mr. PASCRELL and Ms. DELAURO.
H.R. 5433: Mr. WELLER.
H.R. 5441: Mr. FROST.
H.R. 5455: Mr. OTTER, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr.
SULLIVAN, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, and Mr.
BARCIA.
H.R. 5457: Ms. BALDWIN.
H.R. 5491: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. McGOVERN, Mr.
FROST, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, and Ms.
RIVERS.
H.R. 5493: Ms. BERKLEY and Ms. DEGETTE.
H.R. 5499: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. JONES of
North Carolina, Mr. INSLEE, Mrs. MALONEY of
New York and Mr. HONDA.
H.R. 5509: Mr. DEMINT and Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 5511: Mr. LANTOS and Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H.R. 5528: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. LATOURETTE,
Mr. DAN MILLER of Florida, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. KIRK, Mr. OSE,
Mr. SAWYER, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. SPRATT, MS. WOOLSEY, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. CARDIN, Mr.
SHAYS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. MORAN of Virginia,
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BASS, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
RANGEL, and Mr. SERRANO.
H.R. 5534: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
PAUL, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. FROST, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD,
Mr. ISRAEL, and Mr. PHELPS.
H.R. 5541: Mr. FROST, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr.
TOWNS, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Ms.
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ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. DINGELL,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, and Mr. WYNN.
H.R. 5545: Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
H.R. 5578: Mr. ORTIZ.
H.J. Res. 113: Mrs. CLAYTON.
H.J. Res. 114: Mr. PLATTS, Mr. FOSSELLA,
Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. NEY, Mr. CALLAHAN,
and Mr. Cox.
H. Con. Res. 417: Ms. RoS-LEHTINEN.
H. Con. Res. 445: Mr. DEMINT, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. GEKAS, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. MICA, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. HAN-

SEN, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. DEAL of
Georgia, and Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota.
H. Con. Res. 466: Mr. PETRI.
H. Con. Res. 473: Ms. WATERS and Mr.
PAYNE.
H. Con. Res. 474: Mr. FROST.
H. Con. Res. 489: Mr. TANCREDO.
H. Con. Res. 497: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. WALSH,
Mr. DEUTSCH, and Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma.
H. Con. Res. 501: Ms. CARSON of Indiana and
MS. KAPTUR.
H. Con. Res. 502: Mr. HONDA, Mr. WAMP, Mr.
KELLER, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
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WICKER, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
CANTOR, Mr. JEFFERSON, and Mr. CAPUANO.
H. Res. 429: Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.
SOUDER, and Mr. PITTS.
H. Res. 486: Mr. RADANOVICH.
H. Res. 491: Ms. LOFGREN.
H. Res. 532: Mr. WAMP and Mr. FARR of
California.
H. Res. 557: Mr. BERRY.
H. Res. 558: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS
PAYING TRIBUTE TO MAPLE
GROVE COLUMBINE CLUB

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to an organization with a long history in Colorado. The Maple Grove Columbine
Club in Montrose, Colorado has served as a
social network for its members as they have
come together to support each other, their
community, and their country for nearly a century now. It is with is with great pride that I
honor them today and share their heritage
with my colleagues.
Since its inception as a women's social organization in 1911, the Columbine Club's activities have reflected the values that are at
the heart of every American community. Established in an era when the horse was still
the way to get around, the club traditionally
has not held meetings during the summer
months so the women could concentrate on
preparing their children for school and canning
their gardens' harvest for winter. Socially, the
club held annual husband's banquets and
Christmas parties to help bring people together, as well as regular meetings in members' homes. Their activities created lasting
friendships as some members have contributed to the club for over 50 years.
The Columbine Club's activities reach beyond just social gatherings, as members met
to discuss and undertake blood plasma donation during World War II and gathering goods
to distribute to those in need. The club is indeed full of commitment and perspective with
some members in their 80s still participating
and supporting their community. It is good to
see that the club is as full of vitality today as
when it was first founded 91 years ago.
Mr. Speaker, I stand today to honor this organization before this body of Congress and
our nation. The strong values and social
causes championed by the ladies of the Maple
Grove Columbine Club reflect their commitment to their community, their state, and their
country. I am glad to bring this group's history
and accomplishments to the attention of this
body.
EXPRESSING SUPPORT OF OFFICIAL RECOGNITION FOR THE HEROES
OF
UNITED
AIRLINES
FLIGHT 93

HON. MAC COWNS
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I call to your attention a letter I received from David and

Gretchen Nagy and Donald Evans, Jr., of
Burke, Virginia. The letter, addressed to President George W. Bush, urges our government
to officially recognize the heroic men and
women of United Airlines Flight 93 for their actions on the morning of September 11, 2001.
These ordinary people aboard Flight 93 were
thrown into an extraordinary and tragic situation. When their plane as highjacked by alQaeda terrorists, these brave souls made a
choice to fight back against terror. The citizens
on Flight 93 became soldiers, and in so doing
denied the terrorists of their chosen target,
perhaps saving our cherished Capitol from the
same fate as the World Trade Center. Mr.
Speaker, in support of this letter, I submit it for
the RECORD. It reads as follows:
President GEORGE W. BUSH,
The White House,
Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We write as ordinary

citizens to ask that you lead our nation in
bestowing some measure of official honor
upon a tiny band of extraordinary citizensthe ones who stood up and charged the hijackers of UAL Flight 93 over Pennsylvania
on 9/11.
There seems little doubt that these heroes
spared America another devastating blow
with their magnificent stand, possibly even a
blow to the Capitol or the White House
Itself. Thanks to you and others, everyone
now knows their rallying cry, "Let's roll!"
Surely, everyone with a heart shivered when
they heard it, and the story behind it.
And now, Mr. President, how many even
remember their names?
According to press reports, they were Todd
Beamer, Jeremy Glick, Mark Bingham and
Lou Nacke--ordinary yet rare men with the
guts to act when most would be paralyzed by
fear. Perhaps investigators have identified
others who joined their uprising. If so, they
remain anonymous and unacknowledged. All
the sadder.
In a sense, sir, weren't these men the first
combat casualties in our new war against
terrorism? The first to go hand-to-hand-and
unarmed-against our attackers? They knew
they were doomed. ("I'm not going to get out
of this," Beamer told a cellphone operator.)
They could have curled up and gone passively. But they also knew they could thwart
evil and spare many on the ground if they
went down fighting.
We respectfully suggest, Mr. President,
that valor of this sort Is in the grandest traditions of American heroism-something
very special, on the order of that which gains
our military heroes the Medal of Honor. Yet
if anyone has proposed that this Nation extend these men some tangible form of gratitude, something solid their loved ones could
touch and treasure, we haven't heard of it.
So we are asking you, sir, to consider bestowing such an honor at a fitting, proper
ceremony. Perhaps the Presidential Medal of
Freedom would be appropriate, perhaps some
other award for ultimate service and valor.
We still hope we are merely adding our letter to a growing stack.

God bless you, Mr. President.
DAVID AND GRETCHEN
NAGY,
DONALD C. EVANS, JR.

GIFTS FROM PRESCRIPTION DRUG
MANUFACTURERS?
FOR
GOOD
PATIENTS-OR
CROSSING
THE
LINE?

HON. DOUG BEREUTER
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
wishes to commend to his colleagues an editorial from the October 5, 2002, edition of the
Omaha World Herald, entitled "Plug the Flow
of 'Incentives' " Gifts from drug companies do
influence when and how much medicine is
prescribed. This Member recognizes that physician-pharmaceutical interaction can produce
some positive results, such as improved
knowledge of treatment for complicated illnesses. However, interaction can also result in
negative outcomes, such as increasing prescriptions for promoted drugs, while fewer
generics are prescribed at no demonstrated
advantage.
As we consider adding a prescription drug
benefit to the Medicare program and begin to
examine ways to control prescription drug
costs in the Medicaid program, it seems to
me, that we need to ask the following questions:
Are consumers obtaining good value for the
resources expended on new pharmaceuticals?
Are new prescription drugs on the market
better, safer, and more effective than older
drugs that have been on the market for quite
some time?
Does the Government have a role in determining more than simply the safety of new
and established drugs?
If so, does that role include evaluating clinical efficacy, convenience, and cost-effectiveness compared to current products?
PLUG THE FLOW OF "INCENTIVES"

Pharmaceutical manufacturers have long
realized that doctors are key to the health of
their bottom lines. Now, using words like
"fraud," the federal government has indicated it will try to shut off the flood of
goodies that drug makers pour over the decision-makers who are in a position to prescribed their products.
Financial incentives to doctors, pharmacists or similar health care professionals
given to induce them to prescribe or recommend particular drugs or to switch patients from one drug to another are common
in the industry. But the practice could break
federal fraud and abuse laws, according to officials at the Department of Health and
Human Services. The department is planning
to set standards that would ban such "'incentives" for a wide range of medical, insurance

* This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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and pharmacy workers who make drug decisions.
The most notable underlying problem is
the high cost of many of the brand-name
drugs that are pushed hardest by the drug
companies. These drugs, many of them with
equally effective, cheaper alternatives, are
profit centers for pharmaceutical companies.
That means the companies are happy to shell
out for weekend trips, expensive meals or
other "incentives" for prescribing or switching patients to the designated medication.
Doctors, pharmacy benefit managers and
others who please the companies can be
hired as do-little "consultants" to the manufacturers, sometimes for outrageously high
pay.
The new standards aren't, in themselves,
laws. Companies that don't follow them,
however, fact investigation under federal
fraud and kickback statutes, a Health and
Human Services official warned. A voluntary
code of conduct adopted last spring by the
industry apparently didn't go far enough.
Prescription costs are rising steadily. No
reasonable person would deny the industry a
fair profit. But some of the practices revealed by Health and Human Services are
shifty, deceptive and just plain unethical.
We're glad to see the feds trying to put a
stop to what amounts to bribery of medical
decision-makers.

TRIBUTE
TO
COLORADO
AGRICULTURE
COMMISSIONER
DON
AMENT AND MR. BASIL STIEB

HON. BOB SCHAFFER
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to recognize Don Ament, the Colorado Agriculture Commissioner 'rnd Mr. Basil Stieb of
Iliff,
Colorado. Recently, both men appeared
on NBC Nightly News to educate Americans
about the tremendous devastation left by the
drought in our State.
During his tenure as the Colorado Ag Commissioner, Don Ament has worked tirelessly to
promote the issues that matter to rural Colorado. He used his appearance on NBC Nightly
News to skillfully articulate the problems and
possible solutions Colorado and other States
plagued by drought face. I thank him for his
efforts to promote drought awareness.
Mr. Basil Stieb is a Colorado farmer who
faces our State's severe drought every day.
He eloquently told his story to the American
people on NBC, and provided a realistic picture of the sacrifices farming and ranching
families across our nation are making due to
the drought. I thank him for his dedication to
agriculture and his desire to educate others.
Residents of Colorado's Fourth Congressional District, Don Ament and Basil Stieb are
truly great Americans. I ask the House to join
me in thanking them for their hard work and
commitment to solving the problems caused
by the drought in Colorado.

PAYING TRIBUTE TO DR. BURTIS
NUTTING

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my distinct
privilege to pay tribute to Dr. Burtis "Doc" Nutting of Glenwood Springs, Colorado before
this body of Congress and this nation. Dr. Nutting has recently turned 100 years old and, as
he and his family celebrate this momentous
occasion, I would like to recognize him for his
fascinating career and the incredible contributions he has made to the community of Glenwood Springs.
Dr. Nutting was born in Delta, Colorado on
September 15, 1902. He studied pre-med at
Western State College in Gunnison and then
graduated from the University of Colorado
Medical School in 1929. Dr. Nutting moved to
Glenwood Springs after he caught word that
the local doctor in the city had passed away
and the community needed a new physician.
Dr. Nutting had a vigorous work ethic
throughout his career, working seven days a
week and constantly on call throughout the
evenings, determined to be available to all his
patients. He also maintained personal friendships with his patients and he ran his office
accordingly. He made certain that all patients
in need received the best medical care available and nobody was turned away, regardless
of their financial situation. On many occasions,
Dr. Nutting accepted payments made with
chickens, farm animals, and vegetables from
patients who had no other means of compensation.
Among Dr. Nutting's most noted accomplishments were his contributions in the fundraising and construction of a larger, more
modern hospital for the City of Glenwood
Springs. The hospital was completed in 1955,
providing the city with up-to-date facilities and
more room to accommodate the city's growing
population. Due to the hands-on way in which
he did his job and the endless, heartfelt concern for his patients, Dr. Nutting became
somewhat of a celebrity over the years. His
age and his years of dedication and service to
the City of Glenwood Springs have made him
into an icon of community involvement.
Mr. Speaker, it is a distinct honor to recognize Dr. Burtis Nutting before this body of
Congress and this nation in commemoration of
his 100th birthday. Dr. Nutting and his family
can be proud of his achievements and the
years of irreplaceable service he has given to
the City of Glenwood Springs. I hope his years
ahead will be as rewarding and endearing as
the one hundred he has been blessed with
thus far. Congratulations, Doc!
TRIBUTE TO LYNDAL WHITWORTH

HON. WES WATKINS
OF OKLAHOMA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. WATKINS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to honor my district director, Lyndal
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Whitworth. On October 20, 2002, Lyndal will
retire from Federal service. Lyndal has been a
friend and partner in my efforts to help bring
jobs and economic opportunities to the Third
Congressional district, and he will be greatly
missed by all who have known him and
worked with him.
I first met Lyndal in the Spring of 1966 when
I was the high school and college relations director for Oklahoma State University. I was in
Lamont, Oklahoma, for a Future Farmers of
America Banquet at Lamont High School,
where Lyndal was a junior. Lyndal was a top
student, and a fellow FFA officer, so I recruited him to attend OSU, my alma mater.
Lyndal went on the OSU, where he earned a
degree in agriculture and served in the student
government.
In the Spring of 1978, during my freshman
term in the House, I had an opening in my
Washington office for a legislative assistant for
agriculture. Lyndal was working on the Agriculture Department communications staff at
OSU, and I immediately thought of him for the
position. Unfortunately, for me Lyndal declined
the offer for family reasons-he had a pregnant wife and young son, so the timing was
not right for him to move to Washington.
Later that year, however, I had another job
opening-this one in my Ada, Oklahoma, district office. So, I contacted Lyndal again to ask
him to join my district staff, and this time he
accepted.
Lyndal Whitworth and I share a dedication
to rural Oklahoma and a commitment to working as hard as it takes and for as long as
needed to get the job done. Keeping up with
me is no easy task, and Lyndal's positive attitude and dedication to me and my mission
made him a perfect fit as my district director.
Lyndal frequently joined me in putting in 14,
16 to 18 hours a day, helping on my primary
mission to improve the economic conditions of
the Third District of Oklahoma, historically the
most economically distressed area of the
State.
Lyndal's efforts in the district assisted my
legislative efforts in Washington during my
time in Congress. Just a few of the many
projects for which Lyndal provided valuable
assistance include Winding Stair National
Recreation Area, McGee Creek Reservoir,
Wes Watkins Reservoir; the USDA Agriculture
Research Station in Lane, the OSU Center for
International Trade Development, numerous
highway and rural water projects, and countless local economic development and business recruitment projects. Our efforts have
been very successful. The Third district has
made great strides, and today is transforming
from a depressed welfare area to an active
economic growth area.
I have served in the House for a total of 20
years, from 1977 to 1991 and from 1997 to
the present. Lyndal Whitworth has served on
my staff for sixteen of those twenty years. He
served his nation in the U.S. Army, worked for
the United States Senate, and served as a civilian employee for the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. I ask that the House join me in
thanking Lyndal Whitworth for his many years
of faithful public service and for a job well
done.
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HONORING TRAVIS L. BROWN

HON. SAM GRAVES
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
along with my colleagues and the Congressional Fire Services Institute to honor a fallen
hero Travis L. Brown, on June 6th, 2001, Mr.
Brown made the ultimate sacrifice in service
for the Dearborn Fire Department and surrounding communities.
Mr. Brown had a soft spot for helping people, which was evident in his career as a
nurse and volunteer firefighter. During his memorial service more than two hundred firefighters, EMT personnel and members of police departments from Kansas and Missouri
came in support of a fallen brother. Many kind
words were shared at Mr. Brown's memorial;
one colleague best described him as "...just a
great guy, a very caring man."
Mr. Brown's contributions will be missed
dearly, as he is an irreplaceable member of
the community. Mr. Brown was just doing his
job as thousands of volunteer firefighters do
everyday, sacrificing his life for the overall
benefit of the community. It is he and the
thousands in his field that we thank and appreciate tremendously.
Travis L. Brown leaves behind a wife
Tammy and five children Amanda, Alissa,
April, Roth, and James who will all truly miss
this fallen hero. Our condolences go out to
their family as we again remember his dedication to his community and his family.
Mr. Speaker, please join me in honoring and
recognizing a true American hero, Travis L.
Brown.
TRIBUTE TO ANN McKENNIS

HON. KEVIN BRADY
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute Ann McKennis who later
this month will be retiring from nursing after
more than 41 years of service. Ann is not only
a constituent, but someone I am proud to call
my friend.
During her distinguished career in the nursing profession, Ann McKennis has worked tirelessly to assist her patients and community
with a selfless commitment to professionalism,
excellence, and compassion. She has also
made it here goal to advance nursing care for
the both the caregiver and patient, alike. Most
importantly, what makes Ann a great nurse
and special person is that she believes that
the role of a nurse is not only devoting hours
on the job to the care of patients, but a lifetime role through which she can work to improve the lives of all of those she comes into
contact.
Since moving to Texas in 1985, Ann has
served as a surgical staff nurse in the Otolaryngology Operating Room of The Methodist
Hospital in Houston, Texas. During this time
Ann McKennis has not only excelled within the
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medical environment-demonstrating an unwavering commitment to her patients and coworkers-but also has worked to advance the
nursing profession and improve the level of
nursing care throughout our state, nation and
around the world. She was recently elected to
the Nominating Committee of the National Society of Otorhinolaryngology and Head Neck
Nurses (SOHN) and currently serves as the
Chairman of its Government Relations Committee. Additionally, Ann is a member of the
American Nurses Association, as well as of
the Ear Nose and Throat (ENT) Interest Group
at the Royal College of Nursing in Great Britain,
the
International
Association
of
Laryngectomies and the Harper Hospital
Alumni Association in Detroit, Michigan.
In Texas, Ann is a member of the Texas
Nurses Association and Texas Council of Operating Room Nurses (TCORN); has served
three terms as President of the Greater Houston Chapter of SOHN, as well as spending
four two-years terms as Chairman of its Legislative Committee; and has served as President
of the North Harris County Chapter of the Association of Operating Room Nurses (AORN),
where she also served on three of its committees-Legislative, Research, and Policy.
Ann has also been highly honored her for
her contributions to the field of nursing. She
was awarded the 2001 Brown Foundation
Award for Outstanding Nursing Service for her
many years of excellence in service to nursing, the 2001 AORN Outstanding Achievement
Award for Perioperative Patient Education, the
Texas Nurses Association's Outstanding
Nurse in the Houston Area for 1993, the
SOHN Honor Awards in 1993, 1997, and
1999, and has consistently been recognized
as a Who's Who in American Nursing.
However, Ann's talents go beyond nursing.
She has received numerous awards for her
writing, including first prize at both the 1993
and 1995 SOHN Literary Awards. She has
served on the Editorial Boards of several professional nursing journals including AORN
Journal, ORL-Head & Neck Nursing, and
Nursing Avenues and has published more
than twenty-six pieces on nursing technical
practice, ethics and care.
Ann continually works in the community performing a variety of tasks to encourage people
both young and old the importance of health
care in lives-and most notably, working to
discourage the use tobacco products. Among
her many activities, she has worked annually
at the Houston Rodeo to promote the
"Through With Chew" program to diminish the
use of smokeless tobacco products and
serves as a support team with local
laryngectomee patients who have lost their
vocal chords due to throat cancer.
Mr. Speaker, Ann McKennis has spent all of
her career working to selflessly support and
care for others. I therefore urge my colleagues
to join me in wishing Ann McKennis much luck
in all her future ventures and thanking her for
her fine contribution to nursing for more than
forty years. However, I am certain her support
and compassion are sure to continue long
after she retires.

PAYING TRIBUTE TO ERIC SIMONS

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with great
enthusiasm that I recognize Mr. Eric Simons
of Boulder, Colorado for his tremendous courage and optimism in the face of some of life's
most disheartening circumstances. In 1995,
Mr. Simons was diagnosed with multiple sclerosis and initially suffered many disabling consequences. Today, I wish to commend Mr. Simons on his recovery efforts and convey his
inspiring story before this body of Congress.
Mr. Simons has been an avid mountain
climber throughout his life and has reached
the summit of many of the world's highest
peaks. In 1995, Mr. Simons returned home
after climbing the prestigious Sandstone Cliffs
of Eldorado Canyon when his neck started
getting stiff and his body began to go numb.
Following this initial attack, Mr. Simons also
suffered from organ failure, losing over 40
pounds and much of his previous strength.
Once able to climb some of the most rigorous
and technical mountains in the world, Mr. Simons found himself unable to climb out of
bed.
Undaunted by his deteriorating health, Mr.
Simons began to set goals for himself, and remained committed to regaining his strength
and energy. First, he began to try simply sitting up and then slowly began attempting to
stand. Once on his feet, his next objective was
to make it toward the gazebo in his yard and
watch his kids play. Finally, he began to gain
enough strength to walk around the neighborhood, first with the aid of his son and then finally on his own.
Today, Mr. Simons has regained his
strength and has summited many of the
world's most technical mountains, including
Mt. Rainier (14,441 feet elevation), Mexico's
Pico de Orizaba (18,401 feet elevation), and
Mt. Kilamanjaro (19,434 feet elevation). He
has also been very open about his condition,
speaking out, hoping to bring awareness of
the disease and to inspire others who are
fighting the same illness. Last summer, Mr. Simons led a group of people living with MS on
an expedition to Mt. Denali and came very
close to summiting the 20,000-foot peak but
were prevented due to high winds, brutal cold
and deep snow. However, the attempt and accomplishment it represents is the true summit
of achievement.
Mr. Speaker, it is a distinct privilege to recognize Eric Simons before the body of Congress and this nation for his outstanding commitment, optimism, and resolve. Mr. Simons
confronted the uncertainties that life presented
him and, through sheer determination, has
transformed them into his greatest achievement. By meeting this challenge head-on and
making defeat an impossibility, Mr. Simons
has not only resumed his daily lifestyle but
has inspired others with similar difficulties to
stay active and continue to live their lives.
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SAME SONG AND DANCE

HON. DOUG BEREUTER
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
wishes to commend to his colleagues an editorial from the October 3, 2002, edition of the
Lincoln Journal-Star entitled, "Don't Allow
Saddam To Play Games."
Saddam has provided no one in the international community with any reason to grant
him concessions on the terms of a new U.N.
weapons inspections regime, and yet the
United Nations continues to acquiesce to
Saddam's efforts to block a new weapons inspection regime from having unfettered access
to possible weapons sites in Iraq. Indeed, the
United Nation's actions only further erode the
institution's credibility. When will the U.N. quit
allowing itself to be duped by Saddam?
DON'T ALLOW SADDAM TO PLAY GAMES

It's not surprising that Saddam Hussein
tried to negotiate his way out of surprise inspections at his palaces. But it is surprising
how quickly he got his way with United Nations officials.
And It's even more surprising that U.N. officials would pat themselves on the back for
an agreement that granted Saddam such an
important concession.
The United States and the rest of the world
cannot afford to allow Saddam to play those
sorts of games-again.
U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell
summed it up well. "We will not be satisfied
with Iraqi half-truths or Iraqi compromises,
or Iraqi efforts to get us back into the same
swamp they took the United Nations into."
Access to Saddam eight palaces is crucial
because they are large sprawling complexes
that cover a combined total of 12 square
miles. The sites contain sumptuous living
quarters with vistas of man-made lakes and
waterfalls. Authorities also suspect they
contain bunkers, quite possibly military control centers and perhaps laboratories for experimenting or manufacturing nuclear devices and other weapons of mass destruction.
Before weapons inspectors were pulled out
of Iraq, they were permitted to visit the palaces only with advance warning and In the
presence of a diplomat. These rules often
were stretched so that Iraqis had days to
move, conceal or destroy evidence.
In the last two years during which inspectors were active in Iraq, inspectors were
barred entry to more than 60 sites. More
than 40 of those sites were Saddam's presidential compounds.
Despite the constant delays and harassment, inspectors were successful in finding
evidence of four nuclear weapons projects
and manufacture of high toxic nerve gas VX.
Their success should have given the United
Nations ample reasons to take a strict line
with Saddam.
Ultimately his foot-dragging and posturing
paid off. He was able to peel away support on
the U.N. Security Council for a tough response on Inspections. The temporary suspension of weapons inspections stretched
Into years.
It it had not been for the challenge President George W. Bush presented the United
Nations earlier this month to force Saddam
to live up to its own resolutions, resumption
of weapons Inspections still would be a forgotten Issue.

It's discouraging that United Nations officials seem to have so quickly forgotten their
previous misstep with the crafty dictator.
The Bush administration is amply justified
In taking a hard line against concessions
that would permit Saddam to renew his old
tactics. The United Nations has been there
and done that. This time is member nations
need to Insist on inspections that truly are
unfettered.
APPLAUDING
AND
RECOGNIZING
SUPPORTING THE EFFORTS OF
THE ARMY AVIATION HERITAGE
FOUNDATION
SPEECH OF

HON. MAC COWNS
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, October 7, 2002
Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, based in Hampton, Georgia, the Army Aviation Heritage
Foundation is devoted to promoting the history
of military aviation. The foundation is an all
volunteer non profit organization composed of
veterans and civilian supporters acting to connect the American soldier to the American
public through the story of Army Aviation.
They are not a part of the U.S. Army and receive no governmental funding assistance.
Their funding comes entirely from donations
made by private individuals and organizations.
These volunteers are committed to preserving
the aircraft used by our military in securing the
freedom we so enjoy as a nation.
The Army Aviation Heritage Foundation volunteers devote a significant amount of their
personal time, resources, and money to bring
the story of our country's military and the legacy of our veterans to the American people
through their "living history" programs, displaying and flying World War II, Korean, and
Vietnam-era planes and helicopters. These
"living history" programs presented at major
public venues and air shows are designed to
honor our country's military and its' veterans
while inspiring the public and giving them a
glimpse of military life, service, and devotion
to the next generation.
Since 1997, the Army Aviation Heritage
Foundation has devoted more than 150,000
volunteer hours and $5.3 million in donated
funds, aircraft, and equipment in 35 air shows
and public presentations to more than 5.5 million people.
The foundation is acting to provide America's veterans a voice with which to tell their
story and the tools with which to share their
legacy of service and devotion with the American public.
The Army Aviation Heritage Foundation has
four primary purposes:
(1) Educate the American public to their
military heritage through the story of U.S.
Army Aviation's soldiers and machines.
(2) Connect the American soldier to the
American public as an active, accepted, and
admired member of the American family.
(3) Inspire patriotism and motivate Americans everywhere toward service to their community and country by involving them in our
nation's larger military legacy.
(4) Preserve authentic examples of Army
aircraft and utilize them in educational "living
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history" demonstrations and presentations so
that the symbols of America's military legacy
may always remain in our skies for future generations.
House concurrent Resolution 465 recognizes and applauds the Army Aviation Heritage Foundation for their efforts to educate,
connect, inspire, and preserve our proud military heritage for future generations.
Mr. Speaker, I applaud the efforts of the
Army Aviation Heritage Foundation, and their
hundreds of volunteers and supporters, and
urge passage of House Concurrent Resolution
465.
SERVICE-DISABLED
VETERANS'
SMALL BUSINESS FEDERAL PROCUREMENT PREFERENCE ACT OF
2002

HON. LANE EVANS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, today I am introducing H.R. 5583, "Service-Disabled Veterans'
Small Business Federal Procurement Preference Act of 2002." This bill would provide
service-disabled veterans and "other handicapped" individuals who own small business
firms a time-delimited preference in the award
of Federal contracts.
This legislation is clearly needed. While the
Veterans Entrepreneurship and Small Business Development Act of 1999 established a
3 percent goal for the award of Federal contracts to servcie-disabled veteran-owned small
business firms under the Small Business Act,
no practical means exists for Federal agencies
to achieve this goal under existing statutory
authorities. Not surprisingly, Federal agencies
have failed to achieve the 3 percent goal.
Compared to their non-veteran peers, veterans have postponed the opportunity to begin
a small business while serving the nation in
uniform. During their military service veterans
have forgone establishing essential business
credit and contacts which are pivotal to successfully starting a business. Due to their military service, our veterans are technically, an
economically disadvantaged group compared
to their non-veteran peers. Veterans have willingly sacrificed their lifetime earning potential
to serve our nation in uniform. This is particularly so for service-disabled veterans who
have sacrificed their mobility, health and wellbeing serving this country.
Service-disabled veterans are additionally
economically disadvantaged given the reluctance of many lenders to extend lines of business credit to handicapped individuals. Regardless of their abilities, when financial institutions perceive a service-disabled veteran to
be a greater risk, service-disabled veterans
are further disadvantaged. Service-disabled
veterans and handicapped individuals, in general, are often perceived by society to be less
capable. Like others, service-disabled veterans and handicapped individuals simply
need the opportunity to demonstrate their
skills and abilities. This legislation provides
that opportunity which for many is not otherwise available.
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Service-disabled veterans and other handicapped individuals are discriminated against
both in financial markets, relative to their access to capital, and in the marketplace, relative to opportunities to equally compete. It is
therefore in this sense, and in no other, that
service-disabled veterans and other handicapped individuals are economically and socially disadvantaged.
To provide service-disabled veterans real
opportunity, this legislation provides a time-delimited preference in the award of Federal
contracts. The existing statutory vehicle which
provides a time-delimited preference is the
8(a) program under the Small Business Act.
8(a) was specifically established to assist economically and socially disadvantaged small
business firms compete in the Federal marketplace. This bill adds both service-disabled veterans and other handicapped individuals to
the list of identified individuals presumed to be
socially and economically disadvantaged
under the Small Business Act 8(a) Program.
In order to not lessen the opportunities for
individuals already presumed to be socially
and economically disadvantaged under the
Small Business Act 8(a) Program, this legislation retains the existing 5 percent goal for
these groups. It also provides a separate 3
percent goal for service-disabled veteran
owned small business firms and a separate 2
percent goal for other handicapped individuals.
These changes increase the aggregate goal
for the award of Federal contracts to socially
and economically disadvantaged small business firms to 10 percent. '
Paralleling the newly specified goals for
small business concerns owned and controlled
by both veterans and other handicapped individuals, the Government-wide goal for participation by small business concerns is increased. The total value of all prime contracts
and subcontracts awarded to small business
concerns each fiscal year is increased from 23
percent to 28 percent.
Last and not least, the Service-Disabled
Veterans' Small Business Federal Procurement Preference Act of 2002, requires all Federal agencies to establish agency-specific procurement goals for small businesses, and
each category of small businesses, that are at
least equal to legislatively specified government-wide goals. Currently, all goals specified
for the award of Federal contracts under the
Small Business Program are to be achieved
collectively by all Federal agencies on a government-wide basis. Each Federal agency, on
the other hand, is only required to establish
goals which reflect the maximum practicable
opportunity for small business concerns to
participate in the contracts that it awards. It is
therefore of little surprise that the achievement
of SBA procurement goals, both across government and by individual Federal agencies,
are significantly less than those specified in
existing statute.
Again, this legislation will benefit service-disabled veterans and other handicapped individuals without adversely impacting any other
preference group. This legislation can help
open the door to opportunity for service-disabled veterans which has been closed too
long. I urge my colleagues to support and cosponsor this important legislation.
Mr. Speaker, I also gratefully acknowledge
the assistance Pam Corsini has provided with
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the development of this legislation. A Brookings Institution LEGIS Fellow, Pam has been
working with the Democratic Staff of the
House Committee on Veterans Affairs and has
made many invaluable contributions to the
work of the Committee and Congress. We are
fortunate to have received her contributions
and assistance. Thank you, Pam, for a job
well done.

PAYING TRIBUTE TO BOB CHAFFIN

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with deep
appreciation that I rise and pay tribute to the
life and passing of Mr. Bob Chaffin of Glenwood Springs, Colorado. Mr. Chaffin recently
passed away in September and as his family
mourns their loss, I would like to pay tribute to
his life and memory and the outstanding way
in which he lived it.
Mr. Chaffin served the Glenwood Springs
community as an attorney specializing in corporate and real estate law. As a lawyer, Mr.
Chaffin served his clients and his profession
with honor, dignity, and sincerity. He was
voted by residents throughout the community
as the best honest attorney and was either the
winner or the runner up, from 1999 through
2002. Many citizens throughout the community
believed his heartfelt intentions were based
out of genuine respect and regard for those
whom he served and who sought his counsel.
Despite the time constraints of a very demanding career, Mr. Chaffin found the time to
give back to his community through many
types of volunteer activities. Mr. Chaffin was
one of the founding members of Defiance
Community Players, a local theatrical group
that performed plays for the residents of Glenwood Springs. He participated in the group by
painting and moving sets, managing the scholarship fund and serving on the board of directors. He was also a very talented actor, the
most noticeable role he played was Teddy
Roosevelt and he was able to capture the personality of our 26th president to perfection. Mr.
Chaffin was also active in other volunteer activities including the Glenwood Springs Lions
Club, the Frontier Historical Society, the
Mountain Valley Weavers and many others.
Mr. Speaker, it is with respect that I recognize the life and passing of Mr. Bob Chaffin
before this body of Congress and this nation
for all the wonderful contributions he has
made to the community of Glenwood Springs.
I extend my sincere condolences to his wife
Joan and his son David during this trying period. Mr. Chaffin truly was a unique and remarkable person and his years of service as
both a lawyer and a community activist has
touched the lives of countless individuals
throughout the Glenwood community and the
entire state of Colorado.

REMEMBERING CAPTAIN LARRY F.
LUCAS

HON. SHELLEY MOORE CAPITO
OF WEST VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
remembrance of Captain Larry F. Lucas,
United States Army. Captain Lucas, originally
from Marmet, West Virginia, served his country bravely in Vietnam as an Army Pilot. Sadly,
while on a reconnaissance mission over Laos,
Captain Lucas' plane was shot from the sky
by anti-aircraft fire in December of 1966. Following military regulations, Captain Lucas ordered his co-pilot to eject from the plane first.
Regrettably, other pilots who witnessed the
crash saw only one parachute. Despite appearing to have remained in the plane, the
Army would not conclude that Captain Lucas
had perished.
Captain Lucas never returned to the United
States alive. After many years his remains
were miraculously found near the crash site a
few months ago. His remains have been
transported back to the United States and on
November 1, 2002 he will receive a full military burial at Arlington National Cemetery.
Mr. Speaker, I firmly believe that our nation's strength as a world power comes from
citizens like Captain Lucas. From an early
age, he displayed signs of strong leadership.
As an eagle scout in his childhood and then
as an ROTC cadet at West Virginia University,
Captain Lucas further developed these strong
qualities. Captain Lucas' service to his nation
will never be forgotten.
It is an honor to commend Captain Lucas
on his service to the United States and to the
state of West Virginia.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. JOE KNOLLENBERG
OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, on October 7, 2002, I was unavoidably absent and
missed rollcall votes Nos. 442-444. For the
record, had I been present, I would have
voted: No. 442-"yea;" No. 443-"yea;" and
No. 444-"yea."
RECOGNIZING
THE
CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE THOMAS-DALE
BLOCK CLUB

HON. BETITY McCOLLUM
OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I am honored to recognize the immeasurable contributions made by the Thomas-Dale Block Club to
the Thomas-Dale neighborhood throughout its
twelve years of service. The Block Club encouraged neighbors to get to know one another, to welcome and respect each others'
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differences, and to work together to make the
neighborhood safe and clean. Through coordinating individual block clubs, organizing community meetings, facilitating communication
between residents and local government, and
developing programs for youth and seniors,
the Thomas-Dale Block Club helped transform
a once neglected neighborhood into one of the
most vibrant communities in Saint Paul, Minnesota. It is my sincere pleasure to extend
congratulations to the Thomas-Dale Block
Club on its numerous accomplishments.

PAYING TRIBUTE TO LELAND PAT
DURAND,JR.

HON. SCOT[ McINNIS
OF COLORADO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with great
admiration that I recognize the life and passing of Mr. Leland Durand Jr. of Cortez, Colorado. Mr. Durand, known to his family as Pat,
recently passed away in September and as
his family mourns their loss, I would like to
pay tribute to his achievements and the irreplaceable contributions he made to his community and to his country.
Mr. Durand was born on February 14, 1923
in Bozeman, Montana. As a young man, Mr.
Durand enlisted in the United States Army and
served in our nation's military with honor,
courage, and distinction. Mr. Durand was one
of the first of those heroic individuals who
stormed the beach at Normandy on D-Day in
1944. He was later wounded in Germany in
another engagement and received a purple
heart in recognition for the service and sacrifice he had made to his country. Mr. Durand
also received the Medal of Freedom from the
French Government just two years ago at a
ceremony in Cortez, Colorado.
After the war, Pat continued to serve his
country in a variety of other ways. In 1949, he
began working in oil explorations and in 1966
opened his own oil and uranium exploration
business, the Durand Drilling Company. He
was a member of the American Legion for 50
years and was a member of the NRA throughout his entire life. A lifetime gun enthusiast,
Mr. Durand became a skilled gunsmith and
built and repaired guns at his own business in
Cortez, Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, it is with deep respect that I
recognize the life and passing of Mr. Leland
Pat Durand before this body of Congress and
this nation for the sacrifices he has made to
his country, for the protection of freedom and
democracy throughout the world. My sincere
condolences go out to his former wife Harriet
Durand, their two children Harry and Theresa,
and his many grandchildren and great grandchildren. Mr. Durand truly was an American
hero, his loss will be deeply felt and a grateful
nation will be forever in his debt.

VETERANS' COMPENSATION COSTOF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT ACT OF
2002
SPEECH OF

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL
OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, October 7, 2002
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 4085, legislation to increase
the rates of compensation for veterans with
service-connected disabilities and the rates of
dependency and indemnity compensation for
the survivors of certain disabled veterans.
As we debate the validity of committing
young Americans to another conflict overseas
I feel it is important to support legislation honoring our commitment to care for those disabled in past service to our country.
Many of our disabled veterans find themselves unable to keep pace with the cost of
living as they advance in age. This is especially true for those who must rely on prescription drugs to mitigate the effects of their service-connected disabilities. These veterans
must often choose between food, shelter, and
medication. I support the provisions of this bill
designed to mitigate these adverse economic
conditions experienced by our disabled veterans.
It is extremely important that we support
those who have secured our freedom in the
past. As we debate the possibility of war we
most honor past obligations.
HONORING
CONGREGATION
TEPHERETH
ISRAEL
OF
NEW
BRITAIN, CONNECTICUT, ON ITS
ANNIVERSARY,
SEVENTY-SIXTH
AND
RABBI HENRY
OKOLICA,
FOR HIS FORTY-TWO YEARS OF
OUTSTANDING
SERVICE
TO
TEPHERETH ISRAEL

HON. NANCY L.JOHNSON
OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, I rise to acknowledge the 76th Anniversary
of Congregation Tephereth Israel in New Britain, Connecticut, and the achievements of
Rabbi Henry Okolica, who is celebrating 42
years of dedicated service to the congregation. I congratulate Rabbi Okolica, the congregation and all their friends. We are proud
of their dedication and grateful for their many
decades of service to our community and acknowledge with gratitude their successful refurbishment of their beloved temple, one of
our city's landmarks.
It was 76 years ago that Governor John H.
Trumbull laid the cornerstone at 76 Winter
Street. Since that time, Tephereth Israel has
been a center of rich, spiritual devotion and always encouraged and recognized service to
the community. The congregation became the
first in Greater Hartford to make religious education available to students regardless of their
financial circumstances, and over many years
provided an environment for spiritual growth
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that gave our city many valued leaders. Perhaps the most famous was Governor Abraham
Ribicoff. Governor Ribicoff, whose father was
one of the early presidents of Tephereth Israel
Synagogue, became the first Jewish governor
of the state of Connecticut, and served as
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare as
well as a United States Senator.
When the sanctuary's interior was destroyed
by fire in 1963, the New Britain community
was moved to help rebuild it, so great was
their admiration for Rabbi Okolica and
Tephereth Israel. Today, 370 people are memorialized upon the walls of the Synagogue, a
fitting tribute to past members and a reminder
to the congregation's contribution to our community.
Since 1960, Rabbi Henry Okolica has been
devoted to his faith, his congregation and to
helping countless people in need. He has
been a friend to innumerable individuals and
an inspiration to families throughout the state.
For 40 years, Rabbi Okolica hosted the television show, "Jewish Life," welcoming as his
guests all religious persuasions on a wide variety of topics. The conversations reflected his
thoughtful, generous character. He would conclude each broadcast with a plea to viewers to
be generous in their contributions and mindful
of those less fortunate. I am proud to share
my hometown with Rabbi Okolica and Congregation Tephereth Israel, and honored to
represent them in the United States Congress.
On October 13, 2002, the congregation and
community will be celebrating their history and
a dramatic renovation of their temple with a
ceremony at Tephereth Israel. Past and
present clergy will be honored at the celebration, including Reverend Elias Rosenbeger,
Rabbi
Joseph
Aronson,
Rabbi
Jacob
Weitzman, Cantor Sholom Nelson, Reverend
Max Prager, Reverend Elifant Rabbi Arnold
Heisler and Cantor Melvin Etra.
This special event will be more than a celebration for the congregation. It will be a remembrance by the whole community of the
history of New Britain, for the founders of
Tephereth Israel represent some of New Britain's most active citizens and friends of the
community. Many came to America in search
of relief from persecution in their native lands
in Eastern Europe and Russia. These were
highly learned individuals, having studied in
acclaimed Talmudic schools throughout Russia, Poland and Lithuania. One such early
New Britain resident was Benjamin Marholin, a
grocery store owner and man of culture who
was the uncle of celebrated American composer Irving Berlin. Another was Jonas Goldsmith, whose daughter Anna would become
one of the organizers of the New Britain Chapter of Hadassah. Dr. Morris Dunn became a
tireless advocate on behalf of Zionist causes,
helping New Britain to become one of the
most active centers of Zionism in the nation.
All of these men and women overcame the
odds through their belief in this country and
their unfaltering faith.
Mr. Speaker, I congratulate Rabbi Henry
Okolica and Congregation Tephereth Israel on
their respective anniversaries and the renovation of their spiritual home. I ask the House to
join me in wishing them the very best for the
future.
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HONORING
THE
TWENTY-SIX
TEACHERS
FROM THE PITTSBURGH PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM
WHO
COMPLETED
THE
RESEARCH EXPERIENCE FOR AN
URBAN TEACHERS INSTITUTE

RECOGNITION OF PASTOR PAUL
GOLATT

HON. MICHAEL F. DOYLE

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to commend a dedicated Pastor and
leader in my district as he celebrates his fifteenth Pastor's Appreciation Day on October
6th, 2002.
Pastor Paul Golatt, Jr. is the Pastor of Macedonia Church of God in Christ and the Superintendent of the North Miami District of the
Church of God in Christ. He also serves his
community as an employee for the United
States Postal Service.
Pastor Paul Golatt, Jr. was ordained by
Bishop Jacob Cohen in Fort Pierce, Florida
during the Jurisdictional Holy Convocation in
1969. After many sermonettes, faithful services and training under the leadership of the
late Pastor Paul Golatt Sr., he was appointed
the first Assistant Pastor of the Macedonia
Church of God in Christ. Upon the passing of
his father and Pastor in December 1987, Paul
Golatt, Jr. was appointed Pastor of Macedonia
Church of God in Christ. On September 4,
1999, he was officially appointed and installed
as District Superintendent of the North Miami
District Church of God in Christ, by the Jurisdictional Prelate, Bishop Jacob Cohen.
Pastor Paul Golatt, Jr. continues to devote
his life by extending benevolence to people in
need. In addition to providing churches and
communities with school supplies for children,
he frequently donates food, clothing and
money to communities and to orphanages in
Haiti. He also finds the time to conduct joint
services on holidays, including Easter,
Thanksgiving and Christmas, with neighboring
churches.
Pastor Paul Golatt, Jr. is a remarkable man
whose personal achievement and community
service are an example to us all. He is a father, Superintendent, Mail Carrier, an Organist, Choir Director, Recording Artist, Counselor, Secretary, Singer, Jurisdictional Adjutant, caring and compassionate Shepherd,
praying servant and "A Man After God's Own
Heart". (Jeremiah 3:15)
Mr. Speaker, I am proud to recognize Pastor Paul Golatt, Jr. for his humanitarian efforts
which have touched the lives of so many people. I ask my colleagues to join me in honoring
this congenial man of God. His faith, courage
and kindness are an inspiration to all who
have been touched by him.

OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express my most sincere congratulations to the
twenty-six teachers from the Pittsburgh Public
School System who completed the Research
Experience for an Urban Teachers Institute
(REUTI) this summer, which was hosted in
part by Carnegie Mellon University. These
teachers in an effort to improve the quality of
education they provide to the students of the
Pittsburgh Public Schools, received valuable
training that they will implement in their classrooms this fall.
Their successful completion of this fiveweek program which instructs middle and high
school teachers to become more proficient in
the teaching of math, science, and engineering, clearly demonstrates their dedication to
their field and to the children that they impact
on a daily basis. This knowledge will improve
the educational experience of students across
the Pittsburgh School System and help provide them the tools they will need as they continue their education and move into careers of
their own.
At a time when our Federal Government
has recommitted itself to improving our nation's schools and increasing our student's
proficiency in math, science, and engineering,
these teachers have proven themselves to be
leaders in their field. Their efforts, together
with other dedicated teachers across our nation, will help our students to again be among
the top scoring students in the world. I encourage them to bring these new skills to not only
their students, but to their colleagues so they
may work together to provide the best education possible.
The partnership that was formed between
Carnegie Mellon University and the City of
Pittsburgh Schools through REUTI demonstrates the importance of all levels of education working toward the common goal of
providing a higher quality education to the students in our community. Through this collaborative effort, Carnegie Mellon researchers
opened their laboratories and offices to provide a welcoming environment for the teachers
who were able to participate fully in ongoing
research activities. As a result of the cooperation from Carnegie Mellon University, these
teachers were able to get a better understanding of the culture of scientific research.
This experience is something that will assist
these teachers in educating their students
about the daily work of a scientist.
Once again, I would like to offer my sincere
congratulations to each of the twenty-six
teachers from the Pittsburgh area who have
dedicated themselves to continuing their own
education in an effort to improve the quality of
the education they provide to our region's students.
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HON. CARIE P. MEEK
OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

HONORING DAVID MIHALIC

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor Dave Mihalic, a true leader in
the National Park Service, as he approaches
his January 3, 2003 retirement.
Dave Mihalic has served 33 years protecting
and managing America's National Parks. His

career with the Park Service ends at the helm
of our nation's crown jewel, Yosemite National
Park. As superintendent of Yosemite, Dave
proved his strength and fairness in implementing a long-stalled management plan. Yosemite holds a dear place in my heart and I
want to thank Dave for both his friendship and
leadership in the park.
Dave was a seasoned leader even before
Yosemite. He served as the assistant superintendent of the Great Smoky Mountains National Park in North Carolina and Tennessee,
and superintendent of Glacier National Park in
Montana, Mammoth Cave National Park in
Kentucky and Yukon-Charley National Preserve in Alaska. Among his many management accomplishments, Dave established crucial community relationships and park partnerships, earning him two "Superintendent of the
Year Awards" and a reputation as a leader
who gets things done. In addition to running
several of our National Parks, Dave also
helped here in Washington, DC, when he
worked as Chief of Policy in the Department of
the Interior.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to honor Dave
Mihalic for his vision and unending pursuit of
National Park protection. I invite my colleagues to join me in thanking him for his
many contributions to our National Lands and
wishing him and his family continued success.
INTRODUCTION OF THE IDEA PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT OF
2002

HON. RIC KELLER
OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to introduce the "IDEA Paperwork Reduction Act
of 2002." This legislation will increase the
quality instruction time a teacher can spend
with their students in the classroom while also
ensuring that special education students are
receiving a quality education.
Due to the approaching reauthorization of
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act,
IDEA, I went and toured local schools in my
district of Orlando, FL last year to get a firsthand understanding of the problems that parents, teachers and administrators face implementing a successful special education program. I heard many familiar complaints being
made about discipline and funding of the program, but what really took me by surprise was
when a teacher took me into an office where
he showcased a typical day's work of filing out
all of the required forms for a special education student. I was shocked to learn that
teachers spend so much of their time complying with process instead of being able to
teach and assist students in the classroom.
I think I speak on behalf of most Members
here, when I say that IDEA was never intended to take teachers' time away from the
classroom, rather it was intended to make
sure that special education students were able
to receive the same classroom instruction as
their general education peers. Unfortunately,
over time the paperwork trail has grown as
states and local districts try to ensure that they
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have complied with the federal law. The threat
of being sued has encouraged an overabundance of paperwork in order to document the
school's compliance with the law. When did
"process" overshadow the importance of actual quality instruction and results?
When a principal testifies that their IEP
Teams spend an average of 83.5 hours filling
out paperwork in preparation to sit down for
an Individualized Education Plan, IEP, with a
student's parents-something makes me wonder about the 83.5 hours taken away from
classroom instruction time. IEP's are of course
an important aspect of IDEA, but there can be
some commonsense reforms put in place to
reduce the redundancy of the process.
The "IDEA Paperwork Reduction Act of
2002" will call for a study by the Department
of Education to be furnished within 6 months
of authorization to determine where the burden is stemming from, and provide suggestions to mitigate the issue. The Department
will be required to issue a streamlined IEP for
school districts to use as a model. It will also
call for a pilot program for 10 states to enter
into an agreement with the Department of
Education to perform their own paperwork reduction programs to see if any reforms can
stem from State innovation. The legislation will
implement a pilot program to create a 3-year
IEP review process. This would allow the
process to occur at natural transition points for
the child instead of every year, but there will
always be a safeguard in place for parents to
request an IEP review at any point within the
3 years to ensure that their child is receiving
all of the services they deem necessary.
These commonsense reforms included in
the "IDEA Paperwork Reduction Act of 2002"
will ensure that IDEA is results-driven, not
process-driven. The legislation will improve the
academic achievement of special education
students, while also doing away with an overly
prescriptive and burdensome process for
teachers. It will enable teachers to save valuable classroom instruction time for exactly
that-classroom instruction. I encourage my
colleagues to call my office to cosponsor the
"IDEA Paperwork Reduction Act of 2002."
Thank you and I reserve the balance of my
time.
INTRODUCTION OF THE IDEA PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT OF
2002

HON. JOHN A.BOEHNER
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, today I am
proud to join my colleague Representative Ric
KELLER in introducing the IDEA Paperwork Reduction Act of 2002. This legislation will go a
long way in providing school districts and administrators the relief they need from the IDEA
paperwork burden, and in reducing time spent
by teachers on non-instructional activities, as
required under the Individuals with Disabilities
Act (IDEA).
One year ago, the House Education and the
Workforce Committee began an aggressive
series of hearings exploring major issues that

would likely be addressed in the Committee's
reauthorization of IDEA. Numerous witnesses
at these hearings testified about the need for
the Department of Education to identify and
simplify burdensome regulations under IDEA
and for Congress to adopt statutory changes
that would provide relief to the nation's special
education and general education teachers who
dedicate their careers to educating children
with special needs.
The goal of this Committee is to ensure that
all students receive a quality education. Currently, teachers are forced to spend too much
time on an overwhelming paperwork burden
and not enough time on important needs, like
lesson plans and parent-teacher conferences.
This bill will help teachers move beyond simply having enough time to comply with regulations and allow them to focus on what is really
important, reach achievement for our students
with special needs. The current paperwork
structure provides a real threat to ensuring
that the maximum available resources are focused on a quality education for students with
special needs.
Currently, there's a growing shortage of
qualified teachers, particularly in special education. Special education teachers are being
driven out of the profession in frustration over
the seemingly endless stream of red tape and
paperwork associated with IDEA. This year,
President Bush signed the No Child Left Behind Act into law. NCLB requires that all children with special needs who attend federally
funded schools have the opportunity to learn
from a highly qualified special education
teacher. States must submit a plan to ensure
all special education teachers are highly qualified by the end of the 2005-2006 school year.
We must do all we can to ensure that every
child with special needs is receiving a quality
education.
In our hearings, the Committee heard from
school principals, administrators, and others
voicing frustrations with their schools' efforts to
provide services to students as required by
their individualized education programs (IEPs)
when paperwork requirements compete with
available instructional time. In Fairfax County,
Virginia, for example, professionals spend on
average 83.5 hours on paperwork for a student who qualifies for service under IDEA,
from initial referral to development of the
IEP-all this before a student even starts to
receive services under IDEA. As one principal
testified at a hearing earlier this year, "teachers find themselves between a rock and a
hard place ... with unyielding demands made
on their time. When something gives, the impact is either on the teacher or the student,
two of our most valuable resources."
According to the Council for Exceptional
Children (CEC), "too often in special education practice, compliance-related documentation is stressed over thoughtful decisionmaking for children and youth and their families. No barrier to delivering quality services is
more problematic to special educators than
paperwork." CEC estimates that 4 hours of
pre-meeting time is needed for review and revision of the average IEP going into each IEP
meeting. In addition, CEC reports that a majority of special educators estimate that they
spend a day or more each week on paperwork, and eighty-three percent report spending
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from half to one-and-a-half days per week in
IEP-related meetings.
Teacher quality is perhaps the most important factor in ensuring the progress of students
with special needs. We're asking a lot of
America's special education teachers, and
they deserve our full support. That's why Representative KELLER'S ball is so important.
Representative KELLER'S proposed amendments to IDEA will help bring good teachers to
classrooms by identifying and simplifying burdensome statutory provisions in IDEA, and it
will do so while preserving the quality of education provided to children with special needs.
They are innovative, provide much-needed
flexibility to the nation's special education system, and will be, I believe, non-controversial in
nature.
This legislation streamlines and increases
the effectiveness of many provisions within
IDEA. It directs the Secretary of Education to
identify, develop, and disseminate model
forms for individualized education programs
(IEPs), procedural safeguard notices, and prior
written notice report requirements that incorporate all relevant federal statutory and regulatory requirements under IDEA. In addition,
the legislation allows states that receive funds
under Part B of IDEA to permit local educational agencies in each state to develop a
three-year IEP (in lieu of an annual IEP) for
each child with a disability. Representative
Keller's bill would also create a pilot program
allowing the Secretary to waive paperwork requirements under IDEA to 10 states based on
their proposals for reducing paperwork and
non-classroom time spent fulfilling statutory
and regulatory requirements. These initiatives,
and others in the bill, will promote innovation
and provide much-needed flexibility for states
as they implement IDEA and its accompanying
federal, state, and local regulations.
The IDEA Paperwork Reduction Act of 2002
will take us one step closer to reducing burdensome rules under IDEA and allowing
teachers and administrators the time to do
their job of educating children with special
needs more efficiently and effectively. I urge
my colleagues to support this legislation.
EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR PRESIDRUG
DENT'S
2002
NATIONAL
CONTROL STRATEGY
SPEECH OF

HON. CHARLES B.RANGEL
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, October 7, 2002
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
advocation of H. Res. 569, legislation expressing support for the President's 2002 National
Drug Control Strategy to reduce illegal drug
use in the United States.
Nearly 20,000 Americans, many of them
children, die from drug related incidences
every year. This ongoing drug menace is the
gravest threat to our youth whether they are
killed by drug overdoses or are caught in the
crossfire of rival drug gangs.
When some claim that Iraq poses the most
imminent threat to our national security, I see
a more imminent threat in the well-established
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link between the profits from illegal drug dealHe proved that Si se puede!
ing and the financing of many of the world's
leading terrorist organizations. These organizations include the Taliban, al-Qaeda, and the RECOGNIZING THE ACHIEVEMENTS
OF THE REPUBLIC OF CHINA ON
Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de ColomITS NATIONAL DAY
bia.
It is because of these threats that I am
proud of the efforts of law enforcement in the
HON. DARRELL E.ISSA
eradication of illegal drug use. In supporting
OF CALIFORNIA
this bill we honor the efforts of those who fight
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
on the front lines of the Nation's struggle
Wednesday, October 9, 2002
against illegal drug use. The drug menace is
truly a threat to our homeland security.
Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to conRECOGNIZING ACHIEVEMENTS AND
LIFE OF DR. ROBERTO CRUZ

HON. ZOE LOFGREN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, today, I rise to
recognize the achievements and life of Dr. Roberto Cruz, founder and first President of the
National Hispanic University (NHU) in San
Jose, California. I am proud to have known Dr.
Cruz for over 20 years, and have seen first
hand tireless work to establish and expand
NHU, one of only three Hispanic universities in
the nation, and the only one west of Chicago.
Born and raised in Corpus Christi, Texas,
Dr. Cruz received his bachelors degree from
Wichita State University in 1964 thanks to a
football scholarship. A star middle linebacker
and center, Dr. Cruz passed on opportunities
to play football professionally in order to teach
junior high school in Stockton California.
Seeing the need to improve the educational
system, he went on to earn his doctorate from
the University of California at Berkeley in
1971. That same year, he established the Bay
Area Bilingual Education League (BABEL), a
consortium of schools and educational institutions developing bilingual education for students in Oakland and Berkeley. by 1976 he
was an education professor at Stanford University, where he was appalled at how few
Latinos enrolled at colleges.
In 1981, Dr. Cruz and a group of loyal supporters established The National Hispanic University in a two-room building in Oakland, California. The goal was to address the learning
needs of Hispanics and other minorities, especially non-native English speakers. Over the
last 20 years, he has built NHU into a quality,
accredited, private four-year university for all.
In the few weeks before he passed away on
September 4, San Jose's planning commission approved his ambitious proposal to transform the private college, housed in an old elementary school, into a three-story, $18 million
full-fledged university campus.
A few weeks earlier, NHU made history by
becoming the first Hispanic four-year university to be accredited by the prestigious Western Association of Schools and Colleges
(WASC), an organization that only accredits
155 colleges and universities from among
3,000 institutions in the region. With this accreditation NHU joins Stanford and the University of California as a nationally and regionally
accredited and recognized institution.
Dr. Roberto Cruz left us a legacy of young
people who have a future because, through
the power of education, he let them have one.

gratulate President Chen Shui-bian, Vice
President Annette Lu, and the People of Taiwan on Taiwan's National Day. Since escaping the clutches of Communist China in 1949,
the people of Taiwan have made great strides
economically, politically, and socially. Taiwan
has become a bastion of democracy and an
economic power in East Asia. They have
made this progress because they have committed themselves to building the institutions
that are so important to democracy and the
preservation of freedom. They have also liberalized their economy, conformed to the standards of international business, and earlier this
year, gained acceptance into the World Trade
Organization. They should be commended for
proving to the world that democracy, free market economics, and hard work are the keys to
success in today's world.
But Mr. Speaker, we should not recognize
Taiwan's achievements without also thanking
them for their partnership in containing China's
expansionist tendencies. For over fifty years
the Taiwanese have stared down China's
threats of invasion and annexation, choosing
instead to build a modern, free society and,
most importantly, choosing to be our friend.
They have played a key role in containing the
specter of Communism in East Asia. We
should never forget that. I am pleased to have
this opportunity to recognize Taiwan on their
day of national celebration and I congratulate
them on all they have achieved.
THE POLLY KLAAS FOUNDATION

HON. LYNN C.WOOLSEY
OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 9, 2002
Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, Polly Klaas
was a vibrant, talented child, full of life with
the promise of a bright future. When she was
kidnapped at knifepoint from her bedroom
slumber party on October 1, 1993, in my
hometown Petaluma, California, our community responded with an unprecedented effort to
find her. The Polly Klaas Foundation was
formed October 23, 1993, to help continue
that search for Polly.
Following the discovery of her murderer, the
Foundation adopted a new mission: "Make
America Safe For Children." As part of their
efforts, they've been working hard at the state
level to enact Amber Alert plans. Amber Alerts
empower the community to take action--immediately. From Southern California to St.
Louis to Philadelphia, the recent wave of child
abductions has kept our nation riveted, angry,
and scared for the safety of our children. The
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Amber Alert Plan is a voluntary cooperative
program between law enforcement agencies
and local broadcasters that sends emergency
alerts to the public when a child has been abducted. Amber Alerts leap into action in the
first crucial hours of a kidnapping when the
tracks left by the abductor are still fresh. Like
a modern day, high-speed Paul Revere,
Amber Alerts spread the word fast so we don't
have to rely on slower methods like handing
out flyers, or word of mouth for news of the
abduction to catch on from one city to the
next.
Just two months ago, only 14 states had
statewide Amber Alerts. Now, thanks in part to
the Polly Klaas Foundation, 28 states have
statewide Amber Alerts. However, our work is
far from done.
We must continue to work towards a national network for Amber Alerts so that law enforcement can use Amber Alerts across state
lines. The Senate passed an excellent bill in
September that would do just that. The House
Judiciary Committee had a chance to pass
that bill, H.R. 5326, on the House floor yesterday.
Instead, they unfortunately chose to pass
H.R. 5422, the Child Abduction Prevention
Act. While this bill contained the non-controversial Amber Alert provisions, it also contained far more controversial provisions concerning death penalties, mandatory minimum
sentences, wiretap extensions, pre-trial release, and a whole host of other unrelated
provisions which will impede this bill's chance
of final passage in the Senate. It was a poor
decision by the House leadership that will
doom the Senate's good work.
At the White House Conference on Missing
and Exploited Children last week, President
Bush announced that the Justice Department
would develop a national standard for the
Amber Alert, and named a new Amber Alert
coordinator at the Justice Department who will
work on increasing cooperation among state
and local plans. Congress must pass legislation to give the new coordinator the legal authority; funding and programmatic guidelines
needed to effectively perform his duties and
help to protect our children.
It is impossible to overstate the importance
of AMBER Alert legislation. The statistics and
the facts are clear: Amber Alerts are already
being credited with saving the lives of 31 children around the country. But the real people,
the real stories, the real lives saved are far
more convincing than any statistic. Just look in
the eyes of the parents of the two Riverside,
California teenagers whose lives were saved
because of the Amber Alert, and you will know
why this law is so important.
I am proud of the Polly Klaas Foundation
and would like to thank the foundation for all
of the hard work they have been doing to
enact Amber Alert programs.
Mr. Speaker, we still have time in this legislative session to bring the Senate bill to the
House floor, and we should do just that. Every
day that a national Amber Alert system is not
in place, is another day that law enforcement
and the public have inadequate tools and resources needed to protect our children.
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TRIBUTE TO ADULT DAY CARE
Cypriot relations. On September 18, 2002, the
United States and the Republic of Cyprus ratified "The U.S.-Cyprus Mutual Legal AssistHON. BOB RILEY
ance Treaty" bringing these two nations even
OF ALABAMA
closer together to fight the war on terrorism.
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HON. WIlWAM M.THOMAS
This Treaty provides for many provisions
OF CALIFORNIA
Wednesday, October 9, 2002
that will fight not just global terrorism, but also
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay
Mr.
RILEY.
organized crime and drug trafficking. In parWednesday, October 9, 2002
ticular, the Treaty will allow the two countries tribute to Adult Day Care on the occasion of
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay to more effectively coordinate the transfer of the Annual Conference of the Alabama Adult
tribute to Brigadier General Charles E. persons in custody, execute searches and sei- Day Care Association in Auburn, Alabama, on
"Chuck" Yeager. I congratulate him on his pio- zures, share documents and intelligence mate- October 11, 2002.
Adult day care programs provide health and
neering work in the field of aeronautics and rials, identify persons of interest to authorities,
thank him for his many contributions to our and prosecute a wide range of criminal of- social services in a group setting on a parttime basis to frail older persons and other perfenses.
country over the past 60 years.
The PATRIOT Act, which I worked hard to sons with physical, emotional, or mental imBrig. Gen. Yeager became the first man to
ever break the sound barrier on October 14, advance and was passed into law late last pairments. Adult day care in the United States
1947. This feat was accomplished in the ex- year, complements this treaty well. The PA- was inspired by the European psychiatric day
perimental Bell X-1, called "Glamorous TRIOT Act facilitates cooperation between the hospitals in the 1940's and was influenced by
Glennis," which is now on display at the United States and foreign governments in the the British geriatric day hospital model in the
Smithsonian Institution. He was able to suc- areas of information and intelligence sharing. 1950's. Adult day care began in psychiatric
cessfully pilot his aircraft above the speed of With this Treaty now ratified and the PATRIOT day hospital in the United States in the late
sound, thereby proving the feasibility of Act made into law, the U.S. and Cyprus are in 1940's, mainly assisting patients who were remanned supersonic flight. General Yeager an excellent position to put an end to the evil leased from mental institutions. The concept of
also set another aviation record six years later and cowardly actions of terrorists everywhere. day care was expanded to include supportive
In so many ways this Treaty will help the health and social services for impaired perby flying to Mach 2.44 in the X-IA. He continued to test experimental aircraft at Muroc Air peoples of the free world work together to de- sons residing in the community in the 1960's.
Force Base (now Edwards Air Force Base) feat terrorism. While it may have gone unno- These programs have grown rapidly over the
until 1954. These noteworthy acts, as well as ticed, this new Treaty adds to the shared mis- last 3 decades, from a handful in the late
his testing of hundreds of different aircraft dur- sion of the peoples of the Republic of Cyprus 1960's to an estimated 4,000 today.
Obviously, this growth reflects a need. With
ing his career, are well worth our praise and and the United States. It also builds on efforts
with which I have been involved. Our Judiciary the decline in our family structure, we do not
accolades.
Brig. Gen. Yeager not only set records, but Committee considered and promoted the PA- see as many large families in which there is
always someone available to take care of an
he also helped establish a unique program at TRIOT Act.
We must mention also the cooperation of older family member. Families are often sepaEdwards Air Force Base to train military test
pilots as astronauts. In 1962, he was selected the Cypriots' ally, Greece. Greece has put the rated by great distances because of work.
as the commandant of the new U.S. Air Force very dangerous November 17th organization Even if grown children live near their parents,
Aerospace Research Pilot School (now the out of commission. Together Greece and Cy- the husband and wife frequently have to work
U.S. Air Force Test Pilot School), serving at prus are working to crack down on terrorist to support the family. This leaves no one
available to help with an elderly parent. in
this post until 1966. Despite his retirement groups.
Mr. Speaker, today I want to commend the these instances, adult day care is every bit as
from the military in March of 1975, Brig. Gen.
Yeager has continued to fly in the annual Ed- U.S. and Cyprus for reaching a new era in important to the family as child care. Knowing
wards Air Force Base Open House and Air diplomatic relations and international coopera- that someone is there to perhaps transport the
Show and serve the U.S. Air Force as a flight tion. Together, I am confident we can more ef- parent to day care, make sure that the parent
test consultant. He will be taking to the skies fectively put a stop to the villainous acts of takes his or her medicine and generally supervise and engage the interest of the elderly
again this year for the show, just like he al- criminals and terrorists around the world.
parent means a great deal.
ways has, in what will be his last flight as pilot
Adult day care has taken on increased sigof an Air Force aircraft.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION
nificance as a means of taking care of elderly
In addition to his accomplishments as a test
individuals who have physical or mental limitapilot and mentor, he is also a decorated comtions. These people are not candidates for
HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS
bat veteran. After being shot down during
skilled nursing home care, but they require
OF FLORIDA
World War II over occupied France on his
care from a compassionate and knowledgeeighth mission, he returned to fly 56 more
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
able individual. Quite often their families cancombat missions and total 12.5 aerial vicWednesday, October 9, 2002
not provide this care on a continuous basis,
tories. His heroics in WWII, his achievements
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, but with the help of day care, both the parent
in flight testing, and his service as a combat
commander during the Vietnam War earned from September 20, 2002 through October 8, and the family caregiver benefit.
I am particularly impressed with the idea of
him a Presidential Medal of Freedom and a 2002, I was absent from the House of Repspecial peacetime Medal of Honor. On the oc- resentatives proceedings because I was ful- adult day care in the plan of care for elderly
casion of Brig. Gen. Yeager's last military filling my duties as a member of Helsinki Com- citizens with Alzheimer's disease. These elderflight, I ask that you join me in saluting one of mission and Vice President of the Parliamen- ly patients often receive the very worst of care
tary Assembly of the Organization for Security in nursing homes if they are accepted, and
our nation's greatest aviation pioneers.
they present one of the most difficult chaland Cooperation in Europe.
While serving in this capacity, I missed roll- lenges for family members who are not trained
HONORING THE RATIFICATION OF call vote Nos. 424 through 447. Had I been to work with the elderly. Studies have shown
MUTUAL present for these votes, I would have voted that patients suffering from Alzheimer's dis"THE
U.S.-CYPRUS
LEGAL ASSISTANCE TREATY"
the following way: No. 424, "yes"; No. 425, ease seem to be best handled in a small
"yes"; No. 426, "yes"; No. 427, "no"; No. 428, group setting under the care of those with
"yes"; No. 429, "no"; No. 430, "no"; No. 431, both medical and psychiatric training. With the
HON. GEORGE W. GEKAS
"yes"; No. 432, "yes"; No. 433, "no"; No. 434, elderly person in this setting, the whole family
OF PENNSYLVANIA
'no"; No. 435, "no"; No. 436, "no"; No. 437, can receive some relief and be better able to
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
"no"; No. 438, "no"; No. 439, "yes"; No. 440, continue to properly care for their relative.
Wednesday, October 9, 2002
"no"; No. 441, "no"; No. 442, "yes"; No. 443,
Mr. Speaker, I want to take this opportunity
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my great "yes"; No. 444, "yes"; No. 445, "yes"; No. to salute those who tirelessly provide Adult
Day Care to our elderly citizens.
pleasure to recognize a new step in American- 446, "no"; No. 447, "yes".
THE
ACCOMPLISHHONORING
MENTS OF BRIGADIER GENERAL
CHARLES E. "CHUCK" YEAGER

October 9, 2002
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Intelligence
allowed to impede the economic well being of
To continue joint closed hearings to exanother trading partner. We cannot and should
amine activities of the United States
not adopt a trade policy that simply underintelligence community In connection
mines our commitment to an ally, such as ArSPEECH OF
with the September 11, 2001 terrorist
menia, which during the past decade has
attacks on the United States.
adopted
a
free
market
economy
and
has
imHON. ADAM B. SCHIFF
S-407 Capitol
plemented critical reforms in trade and mone- 11 a.m.
OF CALIFORNIA
tary policy, banking and property rights.
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Indian Affairs
We can take full advantage of trade opporTo hold hearings to examine S. 2986, to
Monday, October 7, 2002
tunities without placing our nation and others
provide for and approve the settlement
Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, on October 7, in a race towards the lowest
of certain land claims of the Bay Mills
common denomi2002, the U.S. House of Representatives
Indian Community, Michigan.
nators. H.R. 5385 falls far short of our resolve
passed by a voice vote H.R. 5385, The Mis- to help allies such as
SR-485
Armenia and the other
cellaneous Trade and Technical Corrections
former
Soviet
republics
become
full
partners
in
Act. H.R. 5385 included provisions of H.R.
OCTOBER 11
5002, which amends the United States-Israeli the global economy.
MISCELLANEOUS
TRADE
TECHNICAL
CORRECTIONS
OF 2002

AND
ACT

Free Trade Area Implementation Act of 1985
to allow for the designation of Israeli-Turkish
qualifying industrial zones.
Designation of Turkish qualifying industrial
zones will dramatically expand Turkish access
to U.S. markets through duty-free exports to
the United States.
As someone who believes that free and fair
trade provides great opportunities and benefits
to the American people, I have supported a
number of free trade agreements during the
past two years. We live in an increasingly
global economy and our future progress depends on our ability to take advantage of that
fact. However, we must also make sure our
trading partners adhere to the rules of fair
play.
Unfortunately, this legislation would reward
Turkey, despite its nine-year illegal blockade
of Armenia, which, according to World Bank
estimates, has cost Armenia between $500
and $720 million annually. These figures,
which represent one quarter to one third of Armenia's entire economic output, are staggering.
Turkey's blockade has also taken a human
toll on Armenia's three million population. As a
result of the blockade, hundreds of thousands
of Armenians have been forced to leave their
country and many of those that have remained
have been forced into poverty.
Instead of rewarding one ally to the detriment of another, we should continue to press
Turkey to end its blockade and establish formal diplomatic and trade relations with its
neighbor to the east. We should also seriously
consider a meaningful bilateral trade agreement with Armenia. Such a mutually-beneficial
trade agreement would not only help strengthen Armenia's economy, but will increase the
demand for American products. U.S. companies and joint ventures working in Armenia are
primary sources of demand for U.S. goods
and services in Armenia.
In order to make sure that free trade is also
fair trade, one trading partner should not be

9 a.m.
Armed Services
Closed business meeting to consider pending military nominations.
SR-222

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
OCTOBER 15
1977, calls for establishment of a system for a computerized schedule of all 10:30 a.m.
Foreign Relations
meetings and hearings of Senate comTo hold hearings to examine the nominamittees, subcommittees, joint committion of Collister Johnson, Jr., of Virtees, and committees of conference.
ginia, to be a Member of the Board of
This title requires all such committees
Directors of the Overseas Private Into notify the Office of the Senate Daily
vestment Corporation.
Digest-designated by the Rules comSD-419
mittee-of the time, place, and purpose 2:30 p.m.
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
any cancellations or changes in the
International Trade and Finance Submeetings as they occur.
committee
To hold hearings to examine U.S. policy
As an additional procedure along
and the role of the international comwith the computerization of this informunity concerning instability in Latin
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
America.
Digest will prepare this information for
SD-538
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

OCTOBER 16

on Monday and Wednesday of each
10 a.m.
week.
Appropriations
Meetings scheduled for Wednesday,
Treasury and General Government SubOctober 9, 2002 may be found in the
committee
Daily Digest of today's RECORD.
To hold hearings to examine the appropriateness of U.S. companies moving
MEETINGS SCHEDULED
their headquarters to offshore tax havens.

OCTOBER 10
9:30 a.m.
Armed Services
Personnel Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine the Department of Defense's inquiry into Project
112/Shipboard Hazard and Defense

(SHAD) tests.
SR-232A
10 a.m.
Commission on Security and Cooperation
in Europe
To hold hearings to examine U.S. policy
toward the Organization for Security
and Cooperation in Europe.
334 Cannon Building

SD-192
Foreign Relations
To hold hearings to examine Angola.
SD-419

POSTPONEMENTS
OCTOBER 10
3:30 p.m.
Judiciary
Crime and Drugs Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine protecting
seniors from fraud.
SD-226

