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aoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Saturday, January 12, 1991 
The House met at 9 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

On this day, 0 God, we express our 
thoughts and feelings in prayers for 
peace together with the multitudes of 
people from all across our land and 
from many lands. From every back
ground and with different voices to
gether we pray: 0 God of Life, protect 
all life, O God of peace, grant us peace. 

We specially remember, 0 God, the 
men and women of the Armed Forces 
who serve so far from home and family. 
We remember too the diplomats on 
every side who seek ways to avoid the 
anguish of conflict and who search to 
know the foundation for justice. 

May Your good spirit, 0 gracious and 
loving God, that transcends all the bar
riers that are placed between nations, 
encourage all people of good will, so 
Your gift of peace will be our heritage 
and our treasure. 

Bless us, 0 God, this day and every 
day. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

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

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I 
demand a vote on agreeing to the 
Speaker's approval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 286, nays 92, 
not voting 56, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 

[Roll No. 6] 

YEAS-286 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
As pin 
Atkins 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Bartlett 

Ba,rton 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilira.kis 
Bliley 

Boehner 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Collins (IL) 
Combest 
Conte 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 

Harris 
Hatcher 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
La.Rocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Madigan 
Markey 

Engel 
English 
Erdreich 

-, .Matsui 

Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fields 
Fish 
Foglietta 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hansen 

Mavroules 
Mazzo Ii 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Olin 
Orton 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roth 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter (NY) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas(GA) 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 

Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 

Allard 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Bentley 
Boehlert 
Bunning 
Burton 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clay 
Coble 
Coughlin 
Dannemeyer 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Fawell 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Hastert 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 

AuCoin 
Beilenson 
Bil bray 
Carper 
Chapman 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cox (CA) 
Coyne 
Crane 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dymally 
Feighan 
Flake 

Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 

NAYS-92 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McGrath 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Nussle 
Paxon 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Riggs 

Yatron 

Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-56 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Hancock 
Hayes (LA) 
Hoagland 
Hutto 
Jones (NC) 
Lloyd 
Manton 
Martinez 
McCloskey 
McHugh 
Moakley 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 
Pease 
Penny 
Ray 
Ridge 
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Ritter 
Roberts 
Rostenkowski 
Savage 
Slattery 
Spratt 
Stark 
Tauzin 
Thornton 
Torres 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 

Mr. PAXON changed his vote from 
"present" to "nay." 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

MAZZOLI). The Chair would ask the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA] to lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. PANETTA led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

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

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 



1034 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE January 12, 1991 
THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE 

EAST 
EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT CON

GRESS MUST APPROVE ANY OFFENSIVE ACTION 
AGAINST IRAQ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to section 2 of House Resolution 27, 
it is now in order to consider the con
current resolution printed in section 1 
of House Report 102-1 by, and if offered 
by, the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
BENNETT] or the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. DURBIN] or their designee. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Florida rise? 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, on my 
behalf and on behalf of the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] and some 80 
cosponsors, I offer House Concurrent 
Resolution No. 32. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the concurrent reso
lution. 

The Clerk read the concurrent reso
lution, as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 32 
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 

Senate concurring) 
SECTION 1. URGENCY OF CONGRESSIONAL AU· 

THORITY FOR OFFENSIVE OPER· 
ATIONS IN THE PERSIAN GULF. 

The Congress finds that the Constitution 
of the United States vests all power to de
clare war in the Congress of the United 
States. Any offensive action taken against 
Iraq must be explicitly approved by the Con
gress of the United States before such action 
may be initiated. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BENNE'IT] will be recog
nized for 30 minutes and a Member op
posed will be recognized for 30 minutes. 
Is there a Member opposed to the reso
lution? 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am op
posed to the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
fore , the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HYDE] will be recognized for 30 minutes 
in opposition. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. BENNE'IT]. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes, and the rest of the 
time I will leave in the hands of the co
sponsor of the resolution, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a day for cour
age. There are all different kinds of 
courage. Courage is intertwined with 
one's responsibility. Those who have 
been in Saudi Arabia and talked to the 
soldiers there, on the precipice and on 
the eve of battle, have encountered 
people who experience the most 
travailing part of military life. That is, 
the expectancy that in the very near 
future they will go to combat. 

They have been interviewed, and 
they have shown remarkable courage. 
We are glad of that. As an ex-infantry 
soldier man myself, I want to tell 
Members that they could not have told 
citizens anything else than what they 
said. They are ''ready to go to war, and 

we are hopeful that if the war comes 
forward, it gets over with if it is going 
to be." They could not really say, "Mr. 
Congressman, have you exercised your 
part of courage? You have a respon
sibility. You are elected by the Amer
ican people to make a decision about 
war and peace. I was not elected. I am 
just a soldier, but you were elected." 

Is not this your time for courage? Is 
not this your time, Mr. President and 
Mr. Secretary of State, instead of say
ing as the Secretary of State has said, 
"not one inch will we give in diplo
macy, we will tell you what you will 
do, and you will give in to us." Is that 
diplomacy? 

Are there things that could be done? 
Obviously there are things that could 
be done. There are things that are of 
interest to both sides, of interest to 
our side of this difficulty and on the 
other side of this difficulty. Among the 
things that could be done, and the ones 
that come to my mind immediately are 
that there are border disputes between 
Iraq, between Kuwait. Perhaps some 
arrangement could be made that they 
could be handled by the World Court. 

I will tell Members what I think 
about it. I do not care whether I have 
the attention of Members or not. If 
Members like it, fine. If they do not, 
they do not have to like it. 

The resolution before Members now 
is one all Members can vote for because 
it is just a resolution to say that Con
gress is going to stand up and uphold 
the U.S. Constitution. The Constitu
tion says that the Congress is a 
warmaking power of the public, and we 
must do that. That is as important, al
most, as tliis question of whether we 
are going to war or not. Members can 
vote for all of the resolutions, or Mem
bers can vote for the Bennett-Durbin 
resolution, and vote for either one or 
the other: the Republican one, or the 
bicameral one, is one which does not 
sustain that point of view, but it does 
not repudiate it. 
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But you can vote the Bennett-Durbin 

resolution and also vote for the other 
resolutions, so it is not inconsistent. I 
want to make that point clear to you, 
but I do want to say something else 
about what is before us, because I 
think the overall issue before us is the 
sort of thing that we should carry in 
our hearts. 

We do not have to be reelected. When 
I first came to Congress, I wore a rib
bon, the Silver Star. I did it partly as 
an apology for being crippled. I have 
not been wearing it recently. I am not 
quite sure why I am not wearing it, but 
I do know this, that when I was given 
that, I was given that with a citation 
that said "Gallantry in Action." 

Friends, there is no such thing as 
gallantry in action. I do not want to 
run down anybody else's award, but ac
tion, military action, is a horrible ex-

perience. There is no gallantry in it. 
There is no beauty in it. It is a horrible 
experience. 

It is up to us in Congress to bite the 
bullet ourselves and to do something 
about seeing to it that peace and secu
rity can be secured for the benefit of 
everybody, and it can be done. 

There are things that are unmention
able, things that cannot be linked, for 
instance. It antagonizes a lot of people, 
but the world knows that if this war 
ends the way it is now going, we are 
going to have a worse war in the fu
ture, a much worse war which may last 
for thousands of years. 

So this question of settling the Pal
estine problem, protecting Israel in its 
boundaries and things like that are 
things that can be met. That takes 
courage, because it can defeat us to do 
anything about it, but that is why we 
were elected. We were elected to make 
this kind of decision. We were not 
elected to stay here forever. We were 
not elected for our salaries. We were 
elected to take the responsible position 
of Government when the opportunity 
comes to take it. That is what we are 
not doing unless we have some way to 
see to it that this process of trying to 
find a solution to this, other than com
bat, takes place. That is our respon
sibility. That is the courage that we 
must show today and this is the place 
it has to be. It is not in Saudi Arabia. 
It is here in Washington, DC, in this 
Chamber today. 

So you must decide in your life. This 
may be the most important point in 
my entire life. This is a decision which 
we must make. 

I am 80 years of age. I have been in 
this Chamber 43 years. Out of the 17,000 
votes I have cast, the only one I really 
regret is the one which I cast for the 
Bay of Tonkin resolution. I particu
larly regret it, because I knew it was a 
declaration of war, and just as is the 
Solarz measure before us today. It is a 
declaration of war, and if you pass it, 
you make compliance with the things I 
am now asking you to vote for. 

I have not spoken very eloquently 
from the standpoint of using good 
words, but I have spoken courageously 
and I think that is what we have to do 
today. We have to speak courageously. 
That does not mean to say that if you 
take an opposite position from what I 
take, that you are not courageous, but 
it means that the vote ought to be cast 
on the basis of what you think is best 
for our country, not best for the Demo
cratic or Republican Party, not best 
for the President, not best for you, but 
what is best for our country and what 
is best for the world. 

So take that in your hearts. Hold it 
close to you and realize this is a tre
mendously important opportunity you 
have here today, and cast your vote on 
that basis. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OBEY). Before the debate resumes, the 
Chair will simply say that the Chair 
knows in the normal course of events 
we have at least a low murmur going 
on around the House. That is not espe
cially harmful, but on an occasion like 
this the Chair is going to be more rigid 
than normal because of the seriousness 
of the occasion and because every 
Member feels this issue so deeply and 
feels that he or she has the right to be 
heard without the accompanying ten
sion of wondering whether or not he or 
she is being heard. So the Chair asks 
for the cooperation of the House, and if 
you want to engage in the normal col
legial conversation, the Chair will ask 
you to please leave. 

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

Mr. Speaker, it is extremely difficult 
to disagree with the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BENNE'IT]. He is one of the 
most beloved and respected people in 
the world, much less in this body, and 
it is extremely difficult to vote against 
something that is so important to him, 
and frankly, I do not think the world 
will stop spinning on its axis if this bill 
passes, because I think what it does is 
subsumed into the Solarz resolution, so 
its mandate is accomplished if the So
larz resolution passes. 

But frankly, we are passing laws. We 
are not voting approval or affection or 
esteem for anybody. We are passing 
laws for the country. That is why I 
cannot vote for this bill. 

What we do here today cannot 
change the Constitution, what it 
means, what it says, what it does. We 
can express our views on it, of course, 
but we cannot change it. 

I suggest to you there are some dis
tinctions that need to be made in the 
Bennett-Durbin bill that are not made. 

It requires that any offensive action 
taken against Iraq must be explicitly 
approved by the Congress. The distinc
tion between offensive action and de
fensive action is crucial. 

I would suggest to you that a very 
good case, one that I believe and ac
cept, can be made that our situation in 
the gulf is not offensive action, that 
the war was started when international 
law was flouted by Iraq when they oc
cupied Kuwait. They broke the U.N. 
Charter. They have violated inter
national law and therefore only in the 
most tactical sense can our response to 
that be offensive, but in a legal and 

. strategic sense I suggest it is not offen
sive, but defense. 

Now, as to declaring war and making 
war, there are distinctions of which 
history gives us many examples but I 
think that to vote for the Bennett res
olution, however much one would like 
to, muddies the waters; but in any 
event, it does not achieve anything be
cause the Solarz resolution is an ex
plicit request from this Congress for 

the authority that the Bennett resolu
tion says the President must get. 

Now, so much for that. 
Mr. Speaker, this is a soul wrenching 

issue, the whole issue that we are deal
ing with today and yesterday. Despite 
the fact that it has been overwhelmed 
by speeches, it is nonetheless a soul 
wrenching issue. 

I heard the gentleman from Georgia, 
Mr. JOHN LEWIS, recite the great spir
itual, "Ain't gonna study war no 
more." No one can ever hear that with
out being gripped, being gripped in the 
soul, but you know, "if men were an
gels,'' Madison said, there would be no 
need for government. If men were an
gels, there would be ·no need for West 
Point or Annapolis and the Air Force 
Academy. 
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But our freedom has been won by 

men who did study war and who de
fended it and are still willing to defend 
it. 

I do not think we should be less than 
proud of them. 

William Bullitt, our first Ambassador 
to the Soviet Union, appointed by 
President Roosevelt, said: 

To beat our swords into plowshares while 
the spiritual descendants of Genghis Khan 
stalk the Earth is to die and leave no de
scendants. 

What he said then is true today. Im
portant vote? Yes. This is a very im
portant vote. 

And I can remember in my 16 years 
in this Chamber some important votes. 
I remember my first year here, I sat in 
the back of the Chamber at 2 o'clock in 
the morning and we were debating cut
ting off all funds from the army of the 
Republic of Vietnam. We had gotten 
out and now the question was would we 
permit them to defend themselves 
against the Vietcong and the North Vi
etnamese? We cut out every dime. We 
did not give them anything. And I re
member that. 

I thought that was an important 
vote, and I remember John Conlan, a 
Member from Arizona, standing here 
and saying, "My God, it is Dunkirk 
over there." But this body was 
unmoved. We cut out every nickel to 
defend South Vietnam after we had de
cided it was too costly-and it may 
well have been. 

But when the issue was defending 
themselves, we were not there-we 
turned our back. 

The result was boat people, reeduca
tion camps, Pol Pot; not a heck of a lot 
of moral dividends from that. 

And some of the same voices that 
have been arguing against supporting 
the President here, I remember them 
arguing against our deployment in 1983 
of intermediate nuclear weapons in Eu
rope, they were shaken when the Sovi
ets walked out of the arms control 
talks, and they charged we were bring
ing our country to the brink of nuclear 

war. They were adamantly opposed to 
it. But we hung tough, we followed 
through, and the result was an INF 
Treaty. 

We have been told by people opposed 
to the President that war should be a 
last resort, not the first resort. I can 
agree with that. But this invasion was 
on August 2; since then there have been 
12 United Nations resolutions. I do not 
think we need 24 United Nations reso
lutions. How many diplomatic initia
tives are enough? 

I wonder if ever there is a time for us 
to take a stand. I wonder if this is not 
our foreign policy Midgetman, always 
the next weapon, al ways something 
around the corner and down the street, 
but never here and never now. 

Is this struggle about democracy? 
No. 

Is this struggle about restoring the 
emir to the throne of Kuwait? No .. 

What is it about? It is about aggres
sion, something we have seen quite 
enough of in this century. It is about 
the rule of law. It is about resisting 
brutal conquest, lawlessness, inter
national banditry; it is about law and 
order in the world, the kind of a world 
we and our grandchildren want to in
habit and want to inherit now that the 
Communist house of cards has fallen. 

It is about collective security. We 
have reached an historical break
through, an unprecedented standing to
gether of 27 nations. It is about wheth
er we as the last superpower left stand
ing will step up to the terrible, awe
some responsibilities of world leader
ship. 

Something else I remember, and I 
know my friend Mr. BENNE'IT remem
bers it and so does Mr. GIBBONS, and 
that is the Great Depression of the 
1930's. I remember that. 

Boy, I remember when unemploy
ment was not 4 or 5 percent, it was 24.9 
percent. Hunger, joblessness, cold, frus
tration, despair; but they were orderly 
suffering people in those days. They 
waited in line for their bowl of soup 
then. 

This next depression, if it hi ts this 
country, there will be broken glass. 
There will not be an orderly group of 
hungry Americans, cold Americans. It 
will be chaos. 

So need we be embarrassed about 
worrying about a worldwide depres
sion? Do we need to apologize about 
that? I do not think so. I do not think 
so. 

Giving Saddam Hussein a strangle
hold on the jugular vein of the world's 
economy is something I think we ought 
to think about, because a worldwide 
depression will inevitably result. 

But there are other reasons, perhaps 
more salient, for supporting the Presi
dent. 

Nuclear proliferation: How many of 
us are terrorized by the thought that 
more and more countries are joining 
the nuclear club? Does anybody doubt 
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for a second that Saddam Hussein is 
working to get a nuclear weapon and 
that he will use it? 

Biological warfare: You can carry in 
your hands enough anthrax to destroy 
a whole metropolitan area, and you can 
smuggle it in in diplomatic pouches. 

Chemical warfare: He has destroyed 
over 5,000 of his own people, not to 
mention Iranians by using it on them. 

That is what Saddam Hussein is. 
Those are reasons to stand tough. 

So much in this century the Amer
ican people have sacrificed their treas
ure, their blood, to beat down the dic
tators, tear down the walls, defend 
human dignity. But I will tell you 
there is no such thing as a risk-free 
foreign policy. 

Do you think Perez de Cuellar can 
talk Saddam Hussein out of his weap
ons of mass destruction without the 
credible threat of military force? 

The Solarz resolution provides credi
bility that the United States and the 
United Nations must have if we are 
going to avoid war. 

This infusion of credibility is needed 
now, not 6 months from now. To aban
don the U.N. resolution, to abandon the 
President now, erodes, undermines, 
subverts any credibility we might 
have. 

It is backing down, it is retreat. It is 
like paying a blackmailer. When does 
it end? It never ends. 

The heart of this argument really is 
not a denial that military force may be 
necessary; we all concede that. The ar
gument is over when? Now or later 
should that authority be given? 

What are the consequences of voting 
for Gephardt? Well, we will shatter 
into a thousand pieces our influence in 
the Middle East and in the world. But 
support of the United Nations and the 
President will put us in an unprece
dented position to help share peaceful 
settlements in the whole region. 

Think of the influence we will have 
in trying to resolve the Palestinfan-Is
raeli issue, which is looming like a 
brooding omnipresence over this whole 
area. 

Think of the leverage and the pres
tige that we will have if we succeed. If 
we fail, I am afraid all is lost. Backing 
down not only strengthens Saddam 
Hussein, it encourages all of the em
bryonic Saddam Hussein's throughout 
the world. It shatters the brittle coali
tion. 

Let me tell you, a coalition made up 
of Iran and Syria, Jordan, not to say 
the Saudis and Egypt, is miraculous 
and brittle. We have to keep it to
gether. 

Please do not forget, Saddam Hussein 
does not care what happens to his civil
ian population. 
· But the tragedy and the irony of all 

this is that we do this at precisely the 
time when the world is looking to 
America for leadership, at a time when 
the newly freed people of central and 

Eastern Europe are joyfully acknowl
edging the success of American poli
cies, which regrettably many of the 
same opponents of the President's gulf 
policy once rejected, and at the precise 
time when the countries' representa
tives at the Security Council are more 
confident of America's ability to act 
for good, for peace, for freedom, for 
human dignity than ever before. 

Now let me speak on the virtue of 
prudence. No one should blithely as
sume that anyone goes to war lightly. 
It is sheer demagoguery to suggest the 
President has mindlessly locked him
self into a macho confrontation in 
which he is prepared to resolve at the 
cost of American lives. 

The moral traditions of the West 
which emanate from the philosophy of 
the Greeks and Jewish and Christian 
theology has emphasized, for three mil
lennia, that the supreme virtue in all 
policies is prudence, prudence. It is not 
a question of splitting the differences 
between opposed moral positions. It is 
the moral skill of applying our prin
ciples to messy human situations so 
that the maximum good is obtained in 
complicated circumstances. 

Prudence ought to tell us something 
about our current choices, none of 
which are pleasant and few of which 
are satisfactory. 

Saddam Hussein's aggression in Ku
wait is part of a larger strategy of in
timidation and coercion that poses 
grave threats to peace in the Middle 
East and to the legitimate security in
terests of the United States; not Ger
many, not Japan, not Saudi Arabia, 
but the United States. 

His arsenal is offensive, it gro
tesquely exceeds what he needs to de
fend Iraq, and it has one purpose: in
timidation, coercion in the service of 
tyranny. 

Should Saddam successfully intimi
date and coerce the United States and 
the United Nations, and anything less 
than Iraq's unconditional withdrawal 
from Kuwait will be a success for him, 
we may be sure that we will be faced 
with even more terrible choices in 2 
years, 3 years, 5 years, or 10 more 
years. 

May I say to my friends we have such 
limited time. If there is time at the 
end, I would be delighted to engage in 
a dialog, but I cannot now. 
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Using military force versus Iraq is 
not going to be easy or pleasant, but it 
will be far more dangerous, far more 
difficult and far more costly in lives in 
the future. Prudence should teach us 
that now is the time to check the ag
gressio!l of this ruthless dictator whose 
troops have bayoneted pregnant women 
and have ripped babies from their incu
bators in Kuwait. 

My friends, the spiritual descendants 
of Genghis Khan still stalk the Earth 
in Badhdad, in Vilnius, Lithuania, in 

Afghanistan, in North Korea, in Cam
bodia, and they do not respond to plow
shares. 

St. Augustine, who died in the year 
430, had a great prayer. He said, "0 
God, make me chaste, but not now." 
The Gephardt resolution says to Iraq, 
"Get out of Kuwait, but not now, not 
now." 

it has been said that democracy is al
ways 2 years behind the tyrant, and 
that was certainly true in World War 
II. The result: 50 million people, 50 mil
lion people around the world died as a 
result of World War II, the most avoid
able war in history had we stood firm 
at that time. 

We can today, here, make this de
mocracy's finest hour by standing up 
to the awesome responsibility of world 
leadership. The consequences are im
mense. Today the debate will finish, 
and the decision is here. 

Support Solarz-Michel. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentlewoman from Col
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DURBIN] for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the debate we 
are having here on this measure is ter
ribly important. It goes right to our 
historical root and what a democracy 
is all about. Our forefathers and 
foremothers said, 

There is nothing more sacred in the public 
trust than committing the young lives of 
your citizens and committing them to a war 
in which they may be killed. 

Mr. Speaker, that is too much power 
for any person to have because indeed 
none of us are angels, and so what we 
are talking about here is reaffirming 
that very, very basic principle that we 
Americans should be so proud of that 
are in our Constitution. 

We have heard so much about this de
bate, that this democratic debate must 
be giving Saddam Hussein comfort. No, 
it is not giving him comfort. He must 
be terrorized. His people see this kind 
of debate and say, "There's a country 
that's powerful enough to allow people 
to criticize some of the administra
tion's policies and not get shot." His 
people may want a parliament. Imag
ine such a thing. That would not make 
him feel good at all. 

We know that seeing our democracy 
operate in a constitutional manner, as 
it has in many other ways, allowed 
Eastern Europe, the people of Eastern 
Europe, to finally get the same dream 
and the same idea and have it. 

I think this debate is so healthy, so 
important, and I think it is going to 
help all over the Middle East to see 
how a democracy really functions, and 
I certainly hope this body votes for the 
Bennett-Durbin resolution. Our fore
fathers and f oremothers would be 
shocked to know that they fought for 
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200 years for this principle and to think 
that this body would waffle and walk 
away from it. This is the absolute root 
of our foundation. If we defer on this, 
we count for nothing. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MURPHY]. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DUR
BIN]. 

Mr. Speaker, we have had 2 days and 
2 nights of debate on the resolution, 
whether or not we should authorize the 
President to enter into a military con
flict, and we will have more of that de
bate as the day progresses. I would like 
to, however, address my brief remarks 
in support of the Bennett-Durbin reso
lution. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we have come to 
the floor this week because we believe 
that the Constitution of the United 
States stands above the President. It 
stands above Congress, it is the rule in 
which we all must live, and for several 
months now our President has acted as 
though he were not guided by that Con
stitution, that he could establish dead
lines, that he could declare war, that 
he could move massive amounts of 
military might around the world with
out the consent of the people. 

Mr. Speaker, we may not be all the 
people, but we are responsible to them 
every 2 years. The people send us here. 
The people are calling our offices, the 
people are seeing us as we return home 
on our streets and in our neighbor
hoods, and they are telling us what 
they want. 

It is extremely important that today 
we establish the policy that the Ben
nett-Durbin resolution brings and that 
the President accepts that policy that 
no war should ever be entered into 
without the consent of the American 
people through their elected Congress. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, this 
is not a vote about whether we support 
the President in the Persian Gulf. It is 
a vote about what each of us thinks is 
our responsibility as Members of Con
gress. 

The Constitution has been very clear 
over the warmaking authority of the 
Congress. Yes, Presidents in the past, 
both Republican and Democrat, have 
conveniently ignored it in Grenada, in 
Vietnam, and Panama. Had there not 
been overwhelming pressure from the 
American people, President Bush him
self might have followed the same 
course in the Persian Gulf. 

This resolution simply reaffirms first 
that the American people, through 
their elected Representatives, have the 
primary authority to declare war. 

I ask my colleagues, "Can you imag
ine 400,000 Americans engaged in war 
without the American people having a 
say?" 

Mr. Speaker, we have elected a Presi
dent, not a monarch, not an emir. It is 
very clear the Constitution says that 
Congress has warmaking authority. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COL
LINS]. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
enough is enough. 

The Constitution clearly, unequivocally gives 
Congress, and only Congress, the right to de
clare war. Once the war is declared, the Presi
dent can wage the war. But only Congress 
can tell the President that the time has come 
when U.S. troops are to go into active combat. 

Yet, President's are sometimes not satisfied 
with that division of power. In recent decades, 
time and time again, U.S. military force has 
been used without heed to the Constitution's 
distinctions. Although others have done so, 
none have violated the Constitution as fla
grantly as Presidents Reagan and Bush. Does 
President Bush not remember the oath he 
took to uphold the Constitution? 

On January 3, 1 991 , 535 Members of the 
House and Senate took the oath. I hold that 
oath sacred. I will do everything in my power 
to ensure that American citizens of the Chi
cago metropolitan area will not be short
changed in their representation in Congress. 
Among our most explicit and vital duties as 
Members of Congress is the power to be the 
sole arbiter in the question of whether to go to 
war. There is no chance that American blood 
should ever be spilled on foreign soil without 
our having decided that there was a good 
enough reason to do so or our having had the 
opportunity to prevent it. 

No single man or woman should have such 
awesome power. To allow President Bush to 
dictate that we are to start war without being 
subject to Congress' determination on the 
question is to elevate him from President to 
monarch and, in many respects, to a god-like 
being. That is not only unconstitutional, but 
unconscionable as well. 

The potential problems are showcased in 
the past. Vietnam was a morass of five presi
dents acting without authority from the Con
gress. In the early 1980's, President Reagan 
never asked us for permission to invade Gre
nada. He just did it. I still feel that it was one 
of the most unnedessary uses of power that 
could have been contrived. But try using that 
observation to console the families of those 
who died. What was done was done. Since 
Congress could do nothing about it after the 
fact, we must be on the case, to stop such 
frivolous military action before it occurs. 

More recently, President Bush invaded Pan
ama. Did he ask? Did he ever convince the 
Congress, the representatives of the people, 
that there was a strong enough need to march 
in and destroy? Of course not. Yet, such ac
tions affect every American. They especially 
affected the dozens of American 
servicepeople who came back in body bags 
and the families of those people. 

That must never happen again, and espe
cially not now, in the Persian Gulf. The House 
must pass the Durbin-Bennett resolution 
today. To do otherwise would be to gift-wrap 
our powers and send them to the President. If 
we abandon this authority, will we next aban-

don our authority to appropriate Federal 
funds? What is the difference? In both cases, 
the Founding Fathers struck a sagacious bal
ance of powers between our two branches of 
Government. To upset that balance would be 
to tamper with the fundamental fabric of our 
democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues to 
support the Durbin-Bennett resolution for now 
and all times to come. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, let me repeat a verse that was 
given me by a rancher, that I used yes
terday. His question was, "What's the 
hurry?" 

The verse he gave me was: 10,000 men 
march off to fight when 40 statesmen 
call it right, but had the statesmen 
fought instead, their impatience would 
have cost but 40 dead." 

What is the hurry? We are told today 
we must send a message to Saddam 
Hussein, and the message must in ef
fect be a declaration of war, in order to 
demonstrate that this country in the 
middle of an economic crisis, is willing 
to borrow money to send our troops to 
shed American blood to protect what is 
largely our allies' oil supply. 

Two points: 
First of all, this country should 

never choose war until it has exhausted 
every effort for peace; and, second, Iraq 
has received a message. Saddam Hus
sein is now stopped. We have sent the 
message and it was received. Dealing 
with Iraq later, if we must, will not be 
dealing with a stronger Iraq. It will be 
dealing with a weaker Iraq because 
economic sanctions will and now are 
weakening Iraq. 

So, what is the hurry? What is the 
rush, statesmen? 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. FOGLIE'TTA]. 

Mr. FOGL:iETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the Bennett-Dur
bin resolution. 

My colleagues, we make a lot of hard 
decisions in this Chamber. 

Every day we make decisions that af
fect people, real people, flesh and 
blood. Decisions that affect poverty or 
prosperity, life or death. 

But no decision is harder to make 
than that to authorize the President to 
send American men and women to fight 
a war. 

It is our decision to make. That is 
what the Constitution says. 

Little more than 200 years ago, a 
group of men sat in Independence Hall 
in Philadelphia-in my district-and 
wrote the foundation for this great 
land-the U.S. Constitution. 

The administration speaks out of two 
sides of its mouth when it comes to in
terpreting the Constitution. 

When it suits them, they are strict 
constitutionists. They say that you 
must look to the original intent. But 
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when it doesn't meet their purposes, 
they ignore the document and its origi
nal intent. 

Here, the original intent is clear. 
The Framers spoke loud and clear 

about this division of authority. 
No single person should be saddled 

with the responsibility to send men 
and women to die. 

All of us have been in our districts 
listening to our constituents. Their 
voices whisper in our ear as we make 
this decision this weekend. 

Let the people be heard. 
Vote to support the Bennett-Durbin 

Resolution. 

D 1010 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, this issue 
was not about nuclear and chemical 
and biological weapons; those weapons, 
the chemical and biological, as a re
ality, and the nuclear as a potential 
have been in Saddam Hussein's hands 
for a long time. They were in his hands 
when many of us in this House tried to 
impose sanctions against him and the 
Bush administration lobbied to kill 
them. And the Bush administration's 
stated policy now, as the gentleman 
from Illinois restated it, is that he 
should leave Kuwait, which would 
leave the nuclear and chemical weap
ons in his hands. They are the prob
lems to be dealt with, but they are not 
the target of this administration's pol
icy now, although they were in fact the 
beneficiaries of this administration's 
policy before. 

Second, the gentleman said that de
mocracy is certain to lag 2 years be
hind the tyrants. Not by my values. I 
celebrate democracy. I celebrate the 
fact that this Nation ought not to be 
able to make the most terrible decision 
that a society can make, to send its 
young people out to kilr or be killed, 
which sometimes we have to do. 

There is no pacifism here. This is not 
a case of Munich. Saudi Arabia is 
Czechoslovakia, if you want to use Mu
nich, and we sent hundreds of thou
sands of troops with unanimity in this 
body to its defense. This is not Munich. 

What we are talking about is, as the 
gentleman articulated it, should Amer
ica take world leadership? That is what 
we take on ourselves, the burden of 
Americans dying, of Americans paying. 

We have a multilateral force that 
consists of American soldiers and 
international cheerleaders. We have 
the Egyptians announcing that they 
will not go into Iraq. They will go into 
Kuwait, but if the Army goes the other 
way, they will not be there. We are 
being told by the President that Amer
ica alone should take this burden on. 
Then the question is, who makes that 
decision? 

We have heard it here, people saying, 
"Don't undermine America's policy." 

What are we, the Canadian Consulate? parent that American resolve is being 
This is part of America. This is where awakened. If you are a friend and a 
the elected Representatives of the former critic of this House, you would 
American people sit, and that is why be reassured, for the House has risen, 
we need the Bennett-Durbin resolution, with candor, without rancor, as it 
to do away with the notion that Presi- should rise, for the issue is overwhelm
dential policy governs in the most ter- · ingly important. That message is 
rible decision we can make on loss of enough. 
life, destabilization of our economy, Were we to stop today, we would be 
and commitment forever, apparently, served and served well. But if we are 
to this "we will do it all" idea. That is speaking about messages, permit me, 
why Congress has to vote, and that is please, to sharpen the focus of the de
why we owe the gentleman from Illi- bate to a particular constituency of 
nois and the gentleman from Florida ours, the men and women in the Armed 
thanks for letting us establish this im- Forces of the United States. I yield to 
portant constitutional principle. you and you and you on your messages 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 to Saddam Hussein. I yield to you and 
minute to the gentleman from Ken- you and you on your messages about 
tucky [Mr. MAZZOLI]. politics and the economy. I give little 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I thank ground to the kind of message that a 
the gentleman very much for yielding soldier, sailor, Air Force man or Ma-
time to me. rine would like to hear. 

Mr. Speaker, I have just completed In our history, World War II, because 
reading the book, "Miracle at Philadel- of American resolve, produced men of 
phia," by Elizabeth Drinker Bowen. character such as CHARLIE BENNETT, 
Anyone who would read that book because we were all one. In Korea we 
about those fateful days in Philadel- failed. We ended with a draw. I was 
phia in the summer of 1787, would con- there. I could not believe that I always 
elude that all the Members of this had to seek permission to turn right or 
House really should support the gen- turn left. A draw for a soldier? 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] and And in Vietnam we lost. That was 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BEN- worse. Not only did we have to seek 
NETT] on this resolution. We should be permission, we could not shoot unless 
the ones to declare offensive action. shot at. Good grief. That is committing 

Having said that, let me also suggest the soldier to certain death. 
that I support the Hamilton-Gephardt In the interim years we had the All
resolution because I do not know what Volunteer Force. We have devoted so 
the rush to war is all about. Why do we much to giving them all that they 
have to be bludgeoned into or rush into need. And we applauded in this House, 
an affair that will clearly claim many as they did everywhere else, when we 
American lives, the lives of men and sent them off in August. When we aug
women? mented them in September, we 

Is Saddam Hussein, for example, sail- cheered, and when we sent reinforce
ing up the Hudson River and about to ments in October, we cheered. · 
lay siege to the World Trade Towers? Is Now we are saying, "Wait now." In 
he poised over in Clarksville, IN in LEE effect, some of the messages are like 
HAMILTON'S district, about to come saying, "Don't shoot unless you are 
into Louisville, in my district? No, he shot at, and, by the way, before you 
is not. He has been stabilized. shoot, call me collect." 

This is not World War II. This is not Mr. Speaker, let me say this to my 
Europe. This is not a situation where friends: I am as tormented as all of us, 
the world is silent and the world is as all of you are. I had an opportunity 
asleep. The world is wide awake, and to have a peaceful discussion with the 
the world is vigilant. The world is President, one-on-one, on this issue. 
poised to pounce upon this man if he 
fails to do the right thing and leave D 1020 
Kuwait. He is a very tormented man as well. 

Mr. Speaker, let us give diplomacy a But my friends, America did not seek 
chance and let us give sanctions a to be the world's leader, it was thrust 
chance. Then and only then, if we have upon us. And it is the burden of leader
to, should we move with military force. ship to lead. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 We are not saying you must go to 
minutes to the distinguished Marine war. What we are saying is that if you 
general, BEN BLAZ, the gentleman from have to fight, then you do not need to 
Guam, where America's day begins. make that phone call. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Speaker, it is difficult Let me end by just reminding some 
enough to speak on this issue today. It of my friends of a story I told when I 
is tormenting to speak in apparent op- took the oath here 7 years ago. As I 
position to CHARLIE BENNETT and in exited, a reporter came up to me and 
support of Solarz-Michel, for there are he said, "What was on your mind?" I 
very few people I admire more pro- indicated to him that in the 30 seconds 
foundly than I do my friend CHARLIE that it took to take the oath that 30 
BENNETT. years of my life as a marine flashed be-

If you are a foe of America, you fore me, and the most prominent im
would be distressed today, for it is ap- ages were those instances in which I 
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was asking my men to go off to war 
and saying it is for democracy, for our 
way of life, for freedom. And when the 
casual ties came back I was burdened 
with so much guilt, but it was my lot 
as an officer to carry that burden. I 
was ready to carry it to death. 

But in the 30 seconds during the oath, 
as the majesty, the nobility, and the 
dignity of the Chamber unfolded before 
me, I realized that I did give the right 
mission, because if this is the forum 
that we are trying to protect, then it 
was worth the sacrifice, and I am not 
as much burdened by a sense of guilt. 

We must carry the burden of leader
ship. It is heavy, but the bigger burden 
is to send the message to the soldier, 
sailor, and marine that we are behind 
them, because in the final analysis he 
carries the heaviest burden of all. 

I thank you, my friends, for listening 
to me, and I salute all of you. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL]. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the pending resolution and 
as a cosponsor of the Michel-Solarz res
olution. I see absolutely nothing incon
sistent. In fact, it is entirely compat
ible and I think it is essential for this 
Congress to go on record in support and 
affirmation of the constitutional provi
sion. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the resolu
tion being offered by our distinguished col
leagues, Representatives BENNETI and DUR
BIN, House Concurrent Resolution 1. This res
olution expresses the sense of the Congress 
that Congress must approve any offensive 
military action against Iraq. 

The resolution further reaffirms that Con
gress has the responsibility and authority to 
declare war as granted in the Constitution. 

Both Representatives BENNETT and DURBIN 
presented excellent and persuasive testimony 
on their resolution to the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee earlier this week. 

As an original sponsor of the War Powers 
Resolutions enacted nearly 20 years ago, I 
fully support the principles expressed in House 
Concurrent Resolution 1 and would add that 
these principles are incorporated in House 
Joint Resolution 62, which has the support of 
a bipartisan membership of the Congress, led 
by Representatives SOLARZ and MICHEL 

House Joint Resolution 62 authorizes the 
conditional use of force to implement U.N. res
olutions and as such is the implementation of 
the War Powers Resolution. In section 2(c)(1) 
of House Joint Resolution 62, the Congress 
declares that this conditional authorization of 
the use of force constitutes the specific statu
tory authorization within the meaning of sec
tion 5(b) of the War Powers Resolution. 

In other words, under House Joint Resolu
tion 62, force is authorized by the Congress 
only after the President determines that the 
United States has used all appropriate diplo
matic and other peaceful means to obtain 
compliance by Iraq with the 12 U.N. Security 
Council resolutions and that those efforts have 
not been and would not be successful in ob
taining such compliance. 

Only pursuant to the presentation of that de
termination to Congress and the American 
people, for which he will be held accountable, 
would the President then be authorized to use 
force to implement the U.N. resolutions. This 
procedure established by House Joint Resolu
tion 62 is consistent with and fulfills the re
quirements of the War Powers Resolution and 
the U.S. Constitution. 

In this way, the Congress is upholding the 
basic premise of our system of government as 
perscribed in the U.S. Constitution that re
sponsibility for foreign policy and national se
curity policy decisions, including and espe
cially those involving war, is to be shared be
tween the executive and legislative branches 
of government and not to be decided alone by 
any one branch or person. 

For these reasons, I fully support House 
Concurrent Resolution 1, the Bennett-Durbin 
resolution and urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mon
tana, [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of this resolution and also in 
support of the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
lution. 

Rushing to war will be a mistake of 
historic proportions. The result of 
moving too quickly to war will be de
structive divisions here at home and a 
dangerous jumbling of alliances and al
legiances in the nations of the Middle 
East. 

Moving to war quickly out of fear 
that the coalition of nations will not 
hold for the long pull indicates that 
the coalition may lack sturdiness and 
resilience because the cause itself is in
firm. 

This Nation must match our deter
mination that Iraq's aggression will 
not stand with the restraint, caution 
and thoughtfulness required of a Na
tion that would lead the world. We 
urge President Bush to be both con
fident and wise. We hope he will rely on 
history for guidance, and not only the 
history of World War II, but other 
events, including Korea and Vietnam. 
Not all old soliders learn the lesson. 

Finally, I want to express my opposi
tion to the Solarz-Michel proposal. War 
by voucher system breaks faith with 
the Founders and abrogates our con
stitutional responsibilities in this Con
gress. 

Finally, we pray for the young men 
and women under arms in the Middle 
East. We pray for President Bush and 
we urge on him thoughtfulness, cau
tion, and wisdom. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York, [Mr. WEISS]. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of the resolution introduced by 
our colleagues Mr. BENNETI and Mr. DURBIN. 
This important resolution reasserts the clear 
constitutional prerogative of Congress to make 
the ultimate decision to commit the Nation to 
war. 

There are two very distinct issues before the 
House today. One issue-about which there is 
deep and passionate division here in Con
gress-concerns the wisdom of various strate
gies to restore the sovereignty of Kuwait. For 
my own part, I am convinced that we have not 
yet exhausted all available economic and diir 
lomatic avenues, and that our best option is to 
stay the course of sanctions and diplomatic 
pressure. 

But there is another important issue before 
the House today-an issue of profound con
stitutional import. It boils down to one simple 
question-who has the authority to commit the 
United States to war? 

On the one hand, this question hardly 
seems necessary to debate at all. The Con
stitution, in article 1, section . 8, leaves abso
lutely no ambiguity on this issue. It is Con
gress-and only Congress-who has that au
thority. The necessity of this provision was 
clear to the members of the Constitution Con
vention. They were determined that no one 
person, be he a King or a President, should 
have the sole authority to send the Nation to 
war. 

The Constitution is so clear, in fact, and the 
Founders' reasoning so wise, that it almost 
seems superfluous to reiterate the time-tested 
Constitutional provision in legislation. 

But the recent statements of President 
Bush-and indeed the record of the last 1 O 
years-indicate that the resolution offered by 
Mr. BENNETI and Mr. DURBIN is not only air 
propriate, but absolutely essential. 

Mr. Bush-like Mr. Reagan before him-has 
made the bald assertion, the Constitution not
withstanding, that the President has the au
thority to send the Nation to war without the 
approval of Congress. This unadorned claim 
would not even have been conceivable just a 
decade ago. Yet now it is publicly asserted 
from the White House. 

One of the great ironies of President Bush's 
position is the fact that he-like President 
Reagan before him-claims to be a strict inter
preter of the "original intent" of the Framers of 
the Constitution. It is odd that President Bush 
supports the original intent of the Founders 
when the Constitution is vague, yet opposes 
the Framers' intent when it is crystal clear, as 
on the issue of congressional war powers. 

The Bennett-Durbin resolution, for which I 
commend the gentlemen from Florida and Illi
nois, will put that new-found misinterpretation 
of the Constitution to rest. 

Congress-and only Congress-has the au
thority to commit the United States to war. I 
urge my colleagues to support the Bennett
Durbin resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, when we take those 30 
seconds to take the oath of office, and 
we raise our right hands, and we puff 
our chests, that is not just a formula 
that we are going through. We swear to 
preserve and protect and defend the 
Constitution of the United States. 
When we do that, we do it in the par
ticular and for the last 10 years at least 
there has been such a tremendous ero
sion of our commitment to protecting 
and defending and preserving the Con
stitution. And this institution has 
played a role in that erosion in that we 
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have abdicated our constitutional re
sponsibilities. 

When we permit a President to wage 
small wars, whether it is Grenada or 
Panama, without the prior approval of 
the Congress, we are eroding the Con
stitution. And when we try to defend 
against violations of international law 
having violated international law our
selves we erode the Constitution and 
we undermine our leadership role in 
the international community. 

The Bennett-Durbin resolution 
should be adopted because it reasserts 
that which the Founders of this Nation 
intended, that the people through their 
representatives must make the fateful 
decision to go to war. That is the pro
cedure that should be followed at this 
tim~. And it is being followed. But it 
would not have been followed if the 
Secretary of State or the President had 
been left to their own inclination. This 
body made that happen. 

Let us adopt this resolution so we 
make it absolutely clear that it is still 
Congress that has the sole power to de
clare war. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes and 15 seconds to the gentle
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding the time 
and thank him for his leadership, along 
with the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
BENNETT], for his leadership in giving 
us this opportunity to vote on the con
stitutional right of Congress to declare 
war, because in restating that right for 
Congress we are restating it for the 
American people. And the people of my 
district want Congress to be aware of 
some consequences that perhaps have 
not been addressed in this debate as we 
consider when and if to use force in the 
Persian Gulf. 

We all, of course, revere those who 
have gone before us and fought the 
wars that have made our country and 
the world free. But the stakes are so 
much higher in this potential battle 
that I want to call some of them to 
Members' attention. 

Mr. Speaker, every Member of Con
gress, regardless of which gulf resolu
tion they are supporting, is burdened 
with the image of human lives that 
could be lost in the tragedy of a Per
sian Gulf war. 

While we are all concerned about this 
tragic image, there are other concerns 
which will also affect human life and 
all of life on Earth. 

The war cloud that would result from 
exploding oil fields and large-scale 
bombing of Kuwait, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, 
and other countries in the Middle East 
would doom the environment for many 
years to come. King Hussein of Jordan 
stated in his remarks before the global 
warming conference in Geneva last 
year: "If half of Kuwait's oil reserves 
were to go up in flames during a war, 
the environmental impact would be 
swift, severe and devastating-(it) 

would blacken the skies over a radius 
of at least 750 kilometers." And iast 
night the king stated that the war 
would be an ecological disaster of the 
first order. 

Some of the world's leading sci
entists state that the environmental 
effects of a war in the Middle East 
would be staggering. While we discuss 
the many scenarios that might result 
from a gulf war, let us also focus on 
these images: 

Fires raging for weeks, or perhaps 
months, sending tons of smoke and de
bris into the Earth's atmosphere. 

Oil equal to a dozen Exxon Valdez 
spills coursing through gulf waters. 

Millions of Dolphins, fish, sea birds 
and other marine life washed onto gulf 
shores. 

Smoke and debris blocking sunlight, 
causing temperatures to drop and al
tering crop seasons which would result 
in widespread famine. 

Toxic pl um es ascending to the upper 
atmosphere and falling as acid rain. 

Chemical contamination of air, water 
and vetegation. 

The Persian Gulf as the Dead Sea. 
All of the Persian Gulf's natural re

sources, recognized by the United Na
tions environmental program as "one 
of the most fragile and endangered 
ecosystems" in the world, would be af
fected-from drinking water to marine 
life-disrupting the chain of life and 
livelihood for generations to come. 

We are all too familar with the dev
astation that can be wrought by a 
large-scale oilspill. The Valdez tragedy, 
which we addressed with oilspill pre
vention and liability legislation in the 
last Congress, would be magnified 
many times over by war in the Middle 
East. It takes, on average, a minimum 
of 3 weeks to put out an oilwell fire. 
There are 1,000 oilwells in Kuwait. 
There are only a few firefighting teams 
in the world prepared for this type of 
emergency. 

The Fertile Crescent, created by the 
confluence of the Tigris and Euphrates 
Rivers flowing into the gulf, habitat 
for rich marsh life and the center of ag
ricultural irrigation, would be irrev
ocably changed. Imagine this: The gulf 
would become the Dead Sea in more 
ways than one. 

The point has already been made how 
important it is for us to have an energy 
policy to avoid such conflicts in the fu
ture. And the point has already been 
made how we have to have a better pol
icy toward nuclear disarmament. I 
hope the point is made that we take 
very seriously the environmental con
sequences of our action, and again I 
thank the gentlemen for their resolu
tion. 

D 1030 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to my 
colleague, the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, in order to 
fully understand what we are doing today, I 
think it is important to understand the legal na
ture of the three measures we will vote on 
today. Two are concurrent resolutions and one 
is a joint resolution. 

Concurrent resolutions do not rise to the 
level of a law. They are mere expressions of 
opinion. They do not go to the President for 
his signature or veto. They do not change or 
legally interpret any section of the Constitution 
or any law. Passing a concurrent resolution in 
either House is not binding on anyone and 
may be inconsistent with one passed in the 
Senate or passed previously or in the future. 
It makes no difference legally and to pretend 
the House is passing a historic law when it 
passes a mere concurrent resolution is a mis
representation. 

A joint resolution if passed in identical form 
by both the Senate and the House and signed 
by the President can have the force of law. 

Both the Bennett resolution (H. Con. Res. 1) 
and the Hamilton resolution are concurrent 
resolutions and merely express opinions of 
Congress. The Solarz-Michel resolution (H.J. 
Res. 62) is a joint resolution which, if passed 
in identical form by both the House and Sen
ate and signed by the President, will rise to 
the level of law. 

If those who support the two concurrent res
olutions were to pass something of substance, 
they would propose passing a law to repeal 
the War Powers Act, which is inconsistent with 
these two concurrent resolutions most of them 
support. The War Powers Act is a law which 
sets forth certain procedures the President 
should follow if he orders troops or the use of 
Armed Forces in situations like we have in the 
gulf. I did not vote for it and believe it was in 
effect an unconstitutional delegation of con
gressional authority and also an unenforceable 
infringement on Presidential power. It has not 
been recognized as constitutional by any of 
the five Presidents since it passed. If the War 
Powers Act is to be modified or repealed, it 
must be done by law and cannot be done by 
a mere concurrent resolution. 

House Concurrent Resolution 1 states that it 
is the opinion of those voting for it that "any 
offensive action against Iraq must be explicitly 
approved by the Congress of the United 
States before such action can be initiated." 
Since there are no exceptions, it would even 
prohibit using the force we are using each day 
to enforce the embargo and it would prohibit 
offensive action taken in retaliation for suffer
ing inflicted by Iraq under any condition. That 
means that if Iraq were to use biological or 
chemical weapons on our troops in the desert, 
all they could do is try to defend themselves 
against another attack. They could not take of
fensive action to prevent another attack. No 
Member of the House has been willing to say 
they believe the response should be that lim
ited in that particular case but that is the plain 
unambiguous reading of the resolution; and 
one or even several Members of the 435 in 
the House saying they would like for excep
tions to be read into it, does not change it. 
Even though it is a mere resolution expressing 
an opinion, and will not settle a question which 
has been debated for 200 years, any r:esolu
tion stating the opinion of this House today 
should state any exceptions Members believe 
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appropriate. I will not vote for a resolution or 
opinion which as written in effect states that 
American soldiers should be limited in re
sponding to a biological or chemical attack. 

The Hamilton resolution is based upon the 
assumption that sanctions and an embargo 
will cause Saddam to withdraw from Kuwait. I 
do not believe that and not very many do. It 
is merely an excuse. Those who want to wait, 
and they are many, should just say so. Since 
the Hamilton resolution cannot rise to the level 
of a law and will not have any legal effect on 
the President, to claim it is effective or an his
toric document is not right. While passing a 
mere opinion in and of itself does no legal 
harm, it does no real good either. On the other 
hand, I fear passing it might encourage Sad
dam to believe U.S. troops would not be per
mitted to retaliate and therefore, passing it 
might encourage him to continue to defy the 
U.N. edict to withdraw, encourage him to not 
agree to proposals being advanced this week- . 
end by the U.N. Secretary General, and also 
encourage him to commit a reckless aggres
sive act endangering our military personnel. I 
see no positive gain flowing from passing this 
resolution but a possible downslide. If the au
thors want to do something positive and sub
stantive, they should instead be proposing re
peal or amendment of the War Powers Act 
which in effect concedes authority of the 
President to use force in such situations for up 
to 90 days. 

House Joint Resolution 62, which is sup
ported by the administration, is a serious pro
posal rising to the level of a law, but it grants 
authority to be implemented at some indefinite 
time in the future. The circumstances at that 
future time are not known today. Indeed, cir
cumstances may very well change substan
tially by next Tuesday and those changes may 
be so important that one voting yes today 
under today's circumstances may want to vote 
no on Tuesday. If the Secretary General of the 
United Nations can extract an agreement for a 
viable program for withdrawal, there would be 
a lot more support for action. I think House 
Joint Resolution 62, as written at this time, is 
too much of a blank check. We should deal 
with such important questions at a time when 
all the circumstances are known. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT]. 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I stand 
in support of the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion and oppose the Bennett resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the Solarz
Michel resolution authorizing the President to 
use United States Armed Forces to implement 
the U.N. Security Council resolutions concern
ing the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. 

The approval of this resolution by Congress 
will provide the President with a critically im
portant tool to use in his continued efforts to 
avert war-Saddam Hussein will know beyond 
a shadow of a doubt that our Government and 
its citizens stand firmly behind the President's 
actions. 

We cannot expect our Commander in Chief 
to lead our Nation through this crisis with one 
hand tied behind his back. The President must 
have the ability to choose among a variety of 
options, including military options, in negotiat
ing this crisis. Sanctions alone do not provide 

the needed threat to bring about the Iraqi with
drawal from Kuwait. In the more than 5 
months since the Iraqi invasion, Saddam Hus
sein has increased, rather than decreased his 
hold on Kuwait. Sanctions have produced no 
hint of a response from Iraq. 

The morale of our troops in Saudi Arabia is 
high. I returned from the gulf region earlier this 
week with the knowledge that our military 
forces are extremely well trained and ready for 
any eventuality. These brave men and women 
are professionals that know their jobs and 
strongly believe in their mission. But our 
troops must know that our Government stands 
squarely behind them and respects their abil
ity. Just as we must speak with one voice to 
Saddam Hussein, we cannot send mixed mes
sages to our own soldiers about our commit
ment in the gulf. In this instance, maintaining 
peace demands that we maintain a credible 
military threat, otherwise Iraq will not budge, 
and we will go to war. 

I continue to maintain hope that we can yet 
avoid war, and pray for this outcome. The loss 
of young lives in the defense of our country 
would be a tragedy of overwhelming propor
tion. However, the threat of failing to act, of al
lowing a mad dictator to succeed in his vicious 
aggression against neighboring countries and 
the world community is simply not an option. 
In short order our Nation would face an even 
more aggressive and imposing force in the 
Middle East, one that could jeopardize many 
more lives. 

As we approach the January 15 deadline for 
Iraq's withdrawal from Kuwait, the world is in
tently watching how the strongest nation on 
Earth responds to one of its greatest threats. 
I have faith, based on more than 200 years of 
proud history, in the strength and resolve of 
the American people to protect freedom and 
defend against aggression. We will persevere, 
and Congress has the opportunity to help. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I understand the 
intentions of the gentlemen who offer this res
olution, and they differ from my own. But I am 
unable to understand the relevancy of insisting 
in a concurrent resolution on what the Con
stitution says plainly-that only Congress has 
the right to declare war-when the concurrent 
resolution has no force of law and merely ex
presses a sense of the body, and especially 
when, on the same day, we will be voting to 
grant-or not-the express power to the Presi
dent to take offensive military action. 

I believe, as I expect most all Members of 
this body believe, that the Founding Fathers 
were correct in placing in the hands of the leg
islative branch the responsibility and power to 
commit our country to armed conflict. Plainly, 
there are and have been throughout our his
tory times when the exercise of such power 
was not possible, consistent with our national 
interests. These included. actions against pi
rates in the early days of our national exist
ence, the invasions of Grenada and Panama, 
when covert action was necessary, and oth
ers, such as Vietnam, where we were fighting 
for an established government and against an 
insurrection and, at least in the very early 
stages of our involvement, there was no other 

nation we might have wanted to declare war 
upon at that time. 

In every such case, of course, the legislative 
branch retained the power and responsibility 
for providing the resources to conduct these 
military operations and thus, though no dec
laration of war may have been appropriate, 
the legislative branch was a full participant 
with the power to prevent continuation of our 
military participation at any moment. 

The situation in Kuwait, however, does not 
fall into any of these categories. Military action 
has been threatened for some months and 
both sides have steadily built their confronting 
forces. An identifiable nation is the intended 
enemy and there is nothing covert about the 
confrontation. Ample legislative time is avail
able to address the issue. 

I have been urging the President publicly 
and privately that, in these circumstances, the 
Constitution requires a declaration of war, and 
he should ask for one. Note, however, that the 
Constitution nowhere requires the President to 
seek a declaration of war from the Congress. 
It is our power and our responsibility alone, 
and the President under the Constitution has 
no role to play in it. 

In any case the Michel-Solarz joint resolu
tion fulfills, in my judgment, the constitutional 
imperaitive completely and also satisfies the 
terms of the Bennett-Durbin concurrent resolu
tion, which under the circumstances, it seems 
to me, is irrelevant and redundant. 

A vote for or against the proposition, then, 
seems totally unnecessary and the current 
resolution, therefore, totally unnecessary as 
well. The statement reaffirming that the power 
and responsibility for declaring war lies in the 
Congress is obviously one I support. The need 
for such affirmation as a sense of the Con
gress and in the face of actual legislation 
which grants the President such power is dif
ficult to discern. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Flordia. Mr. Speaker, 
what a terrible shame, 1990 was a year 
in which freedom broke out around the 
world and was the first time in more 
than 50 years that the entire world 
seemed to be at peace. 

What a terrible shame, just as the 
people of the world were standing to
gether breathing a collective sigh of re
lief that war was going away, super
power confrontation was going away, 
the dictator of Iraq stirred it all up 
again. 

The long-anticipated clash between 
the Soviet Union and the United States 
ended instead with a historic chain of 
diplomatic events and treaties that 
lessened the threat of conflict, reduced 
the United States and Soviet nuclear 
threat, resulted in a build-down of 
Eastern and Western Military forces in 
Europe, and opened the doors to a 
clearer understanding between the 
leaders of our two nations. It was under 
the strong leadership of Presidents 
Reagan and Bush, and Soviet General 
Secretary Gorbachev that a new decade 
ushered in a vision of peace for the 
first time in three generations. 
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Here at home, we reduced spending 

on national defense programs and this 
Congress eagerly anticipated a peace 
dividend that could be spent to provide 
for the education of our children and 
the heal th care of our aged. 

In recent months we were amazed 
with the destruction of the Berlin Wall, 
the melting of the Iron Curtain, free
dom was breaking out all over Europe, 
free elections in Poland, free elections 
in Czechoslovakia, countries withdraw
ing from conflicts where they were in
volved as surrogates and third parties. 
Peace was breaking out, and the dic
tator of Iraq changed all of that. There 
can be no question that the dictator of 
Iraq is a threat, not only to the people 
of Kuwait, not only to the people of 
Saudi Arabia, but to the people of the 
world, to the economy of the world. 
And he has denied us, he has denied us 
that peaceful world that we thought we 
had within our grasp. What a shame. 
What a shame. He is a threat, and 
something needs to be done. 

Hope and optimism for a potential 
entire generation of peace were quickly 
dashed on August 2, when Saddam Hus
sein's armed forces brutally annexed 
Kuwait, taking thousands of Ameri
cans and other visitors of that nation 
hostage. Not only did he rob the Ku
waiti people of their freedom, pillage 
the nation of its assets and resources, 
and violently murder innocent men, 
women, and children-Saddam Hussein 
robbed the world of its only real hope 
for peace. 

Our President, George Bush, did 
something, and everyone speaking on 
this floor in the last several days has 
complimented the President for mov
ing out swiftly and strongly and orga
nizing world opinion, preparing to stop 
the threat from the dictator of Iraq. 
Congress wa.s in session at the time of 
the invasion of Kuwait. But Congress 
was silent a ::i the United Nations adopt
ed resolution after resolution condemn
ing the dictator of Iraq. Congress ap
plauded, the people of America ap
plauded, even the press applauded. 

As the troop movements began and 
commitments were made, thousands of 
Americans went to the desert with 
their tanks and guns and ships and air
planes and other types of equipment 
that we cannot even mention on the 
floor today. The commitment was 
being made, and Congress acquiesced in 
that commitment. Yes we were part of 
that commitment through our silence. 

In August, September, October, No
vember, and December, Congress did 
not stand to try to prevent that com
mitment, to try to stop what was hap
pening, to tell the President, "You can
not move ahead." We applauded. We 
joined in that commitment by our si
lence, and now we have George Bush, 
who has done such an outstanding job 
in this regard out there on the end of 
the limb, and Congress can be silent no 
longer. Congress should speak out 

strongly in favor of that commitment 
today since we made that commitment 
all along with George Bush with our si
lence. 

As we close the debate on this criti
cal resolution, we stand just hours 
away from a possible armed conflict, 
the magnitude of which the world has 
not seen for almost 20 years. There is 
no Member of this House who hopes 
and prays more than I that Saddam 
Hussein will withdraw from Kuwait 
and avert the use of force. 

There is no questioning the resolve of 
the United States and the inter
national coalition of more than 100 na
tions that have condemned Iraq's ag
gression in 12 strong and very clear 
U.N. resolutions. President Bush has 
rallied the international community, 
including a coalition of our allies and 
another coalition of nations who rarely 
if ever support the United States, in an 
unprecedented show of unity. Imme
diately following Iraq's incursion into 
Kuwait, the United Nations approved 
resolution 660, the first condemning 
Iraq's invasion and demanding an im
mediate and unconditional withdrawal 
of forces. 

The United Nations soon after, on 
August 6, approved resolution 661 im
posing a trade embargo and financial 
sanctions against Iraq and Iraq-occu
pied Kuwait. On August 9, the United 
Nations declared Iraq's annexation of 
Kuwait null and void and demanded 
that Iraq rescind the annexation. 

The United Nations on August 18 de
manded that Iraq release the thousands 
of foreign nationals being held hostage 
and on August 25 reaffirmed its support 
for enforcement of the international 
trade embargo against Iraq. The U.N.
approved four additional resolutions in 
September including resolution 670 
that indicated a greater resolve by the 
entire international community to 
tighten the trade embargo. 

Despite Saddam Hussein's arrogance, 
the United Nations issued two resolu
tions in October and November before 
finally approving resolution 678 on No
vember 29 authorizing member states 
to use all means necessary to uphold 
the terms of the first 11 U.N. resolu
tions and restore international peace 
and security in the region. It was this 
resolution which established the Janu
ary 15 deadline for Iraq's withdrawal 
from Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, President Bush, Sec
retary of State Baker, and U.N. Sec
retary General Perez de Cueller have 
taken every step possible to enable 
Saddam Hussein to settle this situa
tion peacefully. Iraq's response was 
never clearer than this past Wednesday 
when its Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz 
refused to accept a letter from Presi
dent Bush to Saddam Hussein that 
ought to make the Iraqi President fully 
understand the options available to 
him and the consequences of his deci
sions. As the world watched, the Iraqi 

Foreign Minister, on behalf of Saddam 
Hussein, virtually closed the door to 
any peaceful settlement and all but 
challenged the world to forcibly re
move Iraqi troops from Kuwait. 

The United States clearly stands on 
the side of peace. For more than 5 
months, President Bush has sought 
through every diplomatic channel pos
sible to convince Iraq to withdraw from 
Kuwait, a nation Saddam Hussein 
openly acknowledges that he has liq
uidated and annexed. The Soviet 
Union, the United Nations, even the 
nations of the Arab community, have 
provided unwavering support to Presi
dent Bush and his every move. 

Mr. Speaker, those on both sides of 
the aisle commend President Bush for 
his leadership, his initiative and his re
straint in dealing with Saddam Hussein 
these past 5 months. With this vote 
today, we can clearly signal the sup
port of the U.S. Congress for his efforts 
and reaffirm our trust in the difficult 
decisions he must make in the weeks 
and months ahead. A vote for the So
larz-Michel resolution today is a signal 
to Saddam Hussein that the inter
national community remains united in 
its condemnation of Iraq's brutal ag
gression and its attempt to take away 
the freedom of a sovereign nation and 
its people. 
. A vote against the Solarz-Michel res

olution sends the wrong message to 
Saddam Hussein. It would strengthen 
his hand and lessen the chances for a 
peaceful resolution of this diplomatic 
stalemate. It also would seriously un
dermine the credibility of the Presi
dent of the United States and leave our 
allies in turmoil. 

A vote against President Bush today 
casts aside the 12 years of leadership by 
two American Heads of State to rees
tablish respect throughout the world 
for the United States and the American 
people. We are on the doorstep of a so
called new world order that offers the 
hope of peace to this generation and 
generations to come. 

It is a hope that will not and cannot 
be fulfilled without strong leadership 
and that leadership must come from 
the United States which for more than 
200 years has stood as the beacon of 
hope, the beacon of freedom, and the 
beacon of peace throughout the world. 

Mr. Speaker, when I was a child 
growing up during World War II, I was 
old enough to know that we were in a 
terrible war. But I knew that there was 
someone somewhere looking after this 
great Nation and I had every con
fidence that the decisions they were 
making would make everything all 
right. Ladies and gentlemen, today all 
over this great country there are 
young men and women who know that 
someone somewhere is looking out for 
them. That someone somewhere is us 
and we have got to be decisive in mak
ing the right decision. 
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In his first annual Address to the 

U.S. Congress, President George Wash
ington said, "To be prepared for war is 
one of the most effectual means of pre
serving peace." I think that was a valid 
observation then, and I think it is a 
valid observation now. Today to be pre
pared for war and preserve the peace 
means adoption of the Solarz-Michel 
resolution to let the dictator of Iraq 
know beyond a doubt that we are seri
ous, that he should withdraw and to let 
him know that we will keep our com
mitment to the world, to President 
Bush and to the young Americans who 
are in the desert today. 

If we are going to err in making a de
cision, we must err on the side of 
strength and leadership. This is a world 
in which Saddam Hussein and those ty
rants who will surely follow him only 
understand and respect strength and 
the willingness to use that strength to 
right the wrongs that have been thrust 
upon the world. 

If we err on the side of procrasti
nation and what appears to Saddam 
Hussein to be indecision and division 
we repeat the same mistakes that pre
ceded World War II when we refused to 
deter the aggression of another despot 
from a far more civilized nation than 
we face today. It is this series of mis
takes from which we have just emerged 
and which finally gave us the hope for 
world peace. 

Mr. Speaker, the vote we cast today 
will not only go a long way toward re
solving the situation in the Persian 
Gulf, but it will determine our future, 
the future of our children, and the fu
ture of our grandchildren. It is one 
which will determine if we are to begin 
a generation of world peace or a re
newed generation of world conflict and 
tension. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OBEY). The Chair will announce that 
the time remaining is 91/4 minutes on 
this side and 7 minutes on this side. In 
the case of all three propositions 
today, the proponents will be allowed 
to close. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CON
YERS]. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Bennett-Durbin 
resolution. 

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution explic
itly states that the Congress alone has the 
power to declare war. The Constitution says, 
"The Congress shall have power * * * to de
clare war." The Constitution properly man
dates that our elected representatives have an 
important check and balance against an errant 
Presidential decision on so grave an issue in
volving our national security. And the people 
have spoken: An Associated Press poll re
leased Wednesday showed that only 44 per
cent of the Nation support military action by 
the United States against Iraq, while 50 per
cent want to give sanctions more time to work. 

The President wants to sidestep this pivotal 
provision of the Constitution by simply asking 
this Congress to implement U.N. Resolution 
678, authorizing "all means necessary" to en
force the will of that body. If we pass the ad
ministration's resolution, we play directly into 
not only the President's political gyrations, but 
the very peril the Constitution seeks to avoid: 
the loss of American life overseas without an 
explicit declaration of war by the Representa
tives of the people. 

By taking this country to war without a na
tional consensus, the President, and this Con
gress by its actions, threatens to break the 
spirit of this Nation, wreak violence on the 
Constitution, and illegally place U.S. troops in 
a lethal situation. We made a great mistake in 
giving unlimited authority to the President in 
the Vietnam war with the Gulf of Tonkin reso
lution, and most Americans do not want to see 
this occur again. 

Article 1, section 8, clause 11, means ex
actly what it meant 200 years ago: that only 
the American people, through their elected 
congressional representatives, can lead this 
Nation to war, and it must be done with a for
mal declaration. Our actions here today threat
en to undo this vital measure. If we cannot 
preserve the foundation of democracy here at 
home, how can we encourage it abroad? We 
are talking about deliberately initiating a con
flict of potentially uncontrollable dimensions. In 
this case the President is simply wrong. Presi
dent Woodrow Wilson said, "The greatest mis
take a President can make is to take a divided 
nation to war." 

Our Nation is divided, Mr. Speaker, because 
the administration has failed to provide the 
American people with a compelling reason for 
our sons and daughters to die. I have not 
heard anyone assert that our basic survival or 
national identity are at risk. The commitment 
of our troops to a desert war without the con
sent of the people will only further divide the 
Nation and paralyze our future diplomatic role 
in that critical region. · 

Practical sense and the U.S. Constitution 
both require support for this resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1% 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
[Ms. KAPTUR]. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Bennett-Durbin resolu
tion, and also I rise as one Member who 
is not prepared to give the President a 
blank check in the situation in the 
Middle East. 

We, as Members of Congress, hold a 
sacred trust with our troops in the 
field as well as our citizenry here at 
home. 

There must be no doubt about why 
America goes to war. The reasons must 
be crystal clear, and the objectives 
honorable, and war must be the very 
last of resorts, not the first. 

I appreciate our congressional leader
ship responding to the pleas inside this 
body to hold this debate and discus
sion. The American people have a right 
to a Congress that meets its constitu
tional responsibilities today and in the 
days to come. 

This branch of government is not an 
extension of the executive branch nor 

its handmaiden. Each of us is elected in 
our own right and is sworn to the very 
same oath of office as the President of 
the United States. 

Events have conspired to make these 
votes today very tough calls. My own 
preference is to let the economic sanc
tions and the noose tighten around 
Saddam Hussein and Iraq. 

But to assure a national consensus in 
this country, we know the American 
people must be assured by our actions 
that all diplomatic and peaceful means 
have been tried before the war option is 
triggered. 

I support the Bennett-Durbin resolu
tion, because it preserves this Con
gress' rightful responsibilities in the 
days to come. 

And I just want to say that I com
mend this body for the high manner in 
which this debate has been conducted, 
nonpartisan on both sides. I am proud 
of all of you, this institution, and our 
country. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
SANG MEISTER]. 

Mr. SANGMEISTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the Bennett-Durbin 
resolution and also the Hamilton-Gep
hardt resolution. 

Great Britain's Prime Minister Clement 
Attlee once said: Since wars begin in the 
minds of men, it is in the minds of men that 
defenses of peace must be constructed.'' It is 
in this context that the Congress of the United 
States must work its will. 

In the more than 16 years I have spent in 
a legislative capacity, I can think of no other 
vote that has been more difficult, or more im
portant. It goes without saying that this is any
thing but a political decision. No party, or for 
that matter, no individual has the right to say 
whether we are to go to war. This can only be 
done as our forefathers declared in the Con
stitution-through the collective decision of the 
Congress by its elected representatives. 

I originally supported the President's action 
in stopping Saddam Hussein's efforts to in
vade Saudi Arabia after his takeover of Ku
wait. I believe that action was necessary; how
ever, now we must face the question of 
whether we go from a defensive posture to 
one of an aggressor. Have we really given 
enough time for the sanctions to work? 
Shouldn't every avenue of diplomacy be ex
plored first? Is the cost of American lives
which will surely occur-worth what we will 
gain? Where are the ground troops of all 
those countries represented in the United Na
tions that resolved that after January 15, force 
can be used? Where is the logic in setting an 
arbitrary date for the use of force? Will Israel 
be drawn into this conflict and perhaps break 
up the Arab coalition that supposedly now 
supports us? Will terrorism break out all 
around the world? How long will this war last? 
A week, a month, or years? How many Amer
ican lives will be lost? When it is over, will the 
United States then become the landlord of 
Iraq, and perhaps the entire Middle East? Will 
we then bear the responsibility to monetarily 
and economically support them? 
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There are no easy answers to these ques

tions. I have served in the military myself and 
realize that military force is sometimes nec
essary, but I fail to see that destroying one in
dividual is worth the cost of countless human 
lives-not only American, but the innocent 
Iraqi citizens as well. History provides us with 
valuable insight. I believe it is imperative that 
the American people be behind the President 
if he chooses to wage war in the Persian Gulf 
but I sense that this vital support is not there. 
President Johnson found this out too late on 
Vietnam, and President Bush should look back 
on this hard-earned lesson before committing 
our troops to battle. 

Surely before we proceed, every avenue to 
resolve this conflict must be explored and trav
eled to achieve a peaceful resolution of this 
crisis. Short of that, my conscience only allows 
me to vote no on going to war. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Michigan [Miss COL
LINS]. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of this reso
lution. 

Mr. Speaker, a decision to go to war-once 
made and implemented-is irreversible. 

It is a decision that weighs heavily on the 
minds and in the hearts of the families and 
friends in my congressional district whose 
sons and daughters are at risk on the front
line in Operation Desert Shield. 

It is a decision that will directly impact on 
the lives and livelihood of every American and 
seriously strain our already strained national 
economy. 

It is a decision that cannot and must not be 
taken lightly. 

A decision to go to war should only be 
made when all other avenues for peaceful res
olution have been exhausted and the Amer
ican way of life is directly threatened or in emi
nent danger. 

Mr. Speaker and my fellow colleagues, over 
the past few days the citizens in my district 
have reached out-first in prayer and then in 
concern. 

Their prayers are to a power that is higher 
than you and I. A power that urges us, as rep
resentatives of the people's will, to think long 
and hard about the decisions we will be mak
ing over the next few days; to fully weigh the 
consequences that our decisions will have for 
both our Nation and the world. 

Their concern is that those of us gathered in 
this Hall will not haphazardly make a decision 
that will cause the death or injury to their 
loved ones until we have: First, exhausted all 
peaceful remedies, and second, developed a 
better rationale for the loss of American lives. 

My consitutents are asking one question 
and one question only: Why? 

Why are we in Saudi Arabia? 
If it is not for oil, why? 
Why are we risking the lives or our sons 

and daughters in a foreign land? 
If not for democracy, why? 
In a time of limited resources to rebuild our 

cities, feed and house our homeless, and edu
cate our young, why is this administration so 
eager to spend billions of dollars in a far-off 
land that will have no meaningful impact on 
resolving the social and economic problems 

confronting every American every day, right 
here at home? 

Mr. Speaker, my constitutents are asking 
why? And at this time, with the information 
currently available, I am hardpressed to find 
an answer. For this reason, I urge my col
leagues to support: The continuing of current 
sanctions against Iraq; encouraging the ad
ministration to continue to explore other diplo
matic avenues for reaching a peaceful solution 
to this crisis situation that looms over our Na
tion; and voting against any measure that 
would enable the President to go to war and 
place our sons and daughters at risk. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. MOODY]. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Speaker, the heart 
and soul of a democracy is the commit
ment to act on matters grave only with 
the consent of the governed. No action 
can be more grave than the action of 
going to war. 

The levy of war will directly hit few 
of the Members in this body, but if we 
go to war, thousands of mothers will 
mourn the loss of their sons, their 
daughters, thousands of fathers like
wise. Thousands of children will mourn 
the loss of their parents. And thou
sands of young people will spend the 
rest of their lives in wheelchairs or in 
hospital beds. 

The economic cost of war, which is 
often forgotten during the rhetoric 
about pride and honor, is also enor
mous. No taxation without representa
tion, the very foundation of our politi
cal origins, really means no enormous 
material levy can be exacted on the 
people without their consent. 

For all of these reasons, Congress, 
the most direct representative of the 
people, must make the choice of war. 
This insistance on that role is the most 
conservative of all positions. 

The Durbin-Bennett resolution as
serts that responsibility. 

Please support the Durbin-Bennett 
resolution. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. RHODES]. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the catch phrases for those who are op
posing the Solarz-Michel resolution ap
pears to be, "What is the hurry? Iraq 
has been stopped. Our policy has 
worked." 

Well, where was Iraq stopped? In Ku
wait. Kuwait does not belong to Iraq. 
Kuwait is, or was, a sovereign nation. 
Yes, Iraq is stopped. It is stopped on 
somebody else's square. 
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Kuwait is dying. The Kuwaiti people 

are dying. Those who are not dying are 
suffering miserably. The people of Iraq 
are suffering. The old men and women 
and children of Iraq are suffering. The 
Iraqi Army is not suffering. The Iraqi 
Army sits in Kuwait. It is being fed. It 
is being clothed. It is being cared for. 

Those who say, "Let's wait. Let's 
rely on sanctions." First of all, we all 
know we are depriving our President 
and the United Nations of their op
tions, their legitimate options, to re
peal aggression. But I would observe as 
well that if we rely solely on sanctions, 
if we say, "What's the hurry?" If we 
say "Let's wait and see if sanctions 
work," that the Iraqi Army would ar
guably be the safest organization in 
the world to belong to. While the peo
ple of Iraq will not be fed, the people of 
Iraq will not be clothed, and the people 
of Iraq will not be cared for, the army 
will be fed. The Iraqi Army will be fed, 
the Iraqi Army will be clothed, the 
Iraqi Army will be cared for, and the 
Iraqi Army will be a safe place to be 
because they will not be at risk. 

It seems to me that with Kuwait 
dying, with the Kuwaiti people suffer
ing, and with the Iraqi Army sitting on 
land that belongs to a sovereign na
tion, that we have just defined "the 
hurry." That is the hurry. The United 
Nations has stood up and said, "We will 
no longer tolerate aggression in this 
world, and we will authorize whatever 
means are necessary to repeal aggres
sion." Is the Congress of the United 
States to say different? 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from the State of Washington 
(Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, many of those who have stood 
in the well before me in this debate 
have reiterated that the votes we cast 
today will be momentous votes on the 
issue of peace and war in 1991. That is 
true. But these votes will have a tre
mendous effect on peace and war in the 
next century, as well. Sometime per
haps in the year 2003-a dictator will be 
considering invading his or her neigh
bor. That dictator will look back on 
1991, and Saddam Hussein, and will ask 
him or herself, did the United Nations 
stand firm? Did the United States, the 
leader of the United Nations, stand 
firm? Or after 5 months of diplomatic 
and economic efforts, did we back off 
on the U.N. resolution and let Saddam 
Hussein carry the day? 

Let Members stand firm with the 
United Nations and with the President. 
Let the Members vote to preserve 
peace in the next century. Let Mem
bers support the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KAN JORSKI]. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
as a cosponsor and strong supporter of the 
Bennett-Durbin resolution. 

Adoption of this resolution confirms our sol
emn obligation under article I, section 8 of the 
U.S. Constitution to act for the people of the 
United States, in the decision to go to war. 

As I have stated on this floor a number of 
times in the last 3 days, the process we are 
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currently undertaking is vital to our country, 
and vital to the Constitution our Nation de
pends upon. 

Today we are debating the powers of one 
man to commit American lives and resources 
to war when our country or our citizens are 
not directly threatened. 

If we do not test our Constitution now, when 
we have the time and are not directly in 
harm's way, we allow the potential for future 
constitutional crises to rock this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today not only in favor of 
the Bennett-Durbin resolution, but also in sup
port of our Constitution and our Founding Fa
thers. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this critical resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OBEY). The Chair would say at this 
point that the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE] has 3 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DURBIN] has 7 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. ROTH]. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of this resolution for two fun
damental reasons. First, it goes to the 
heart of what is perhaps Congress' 
most solemn constitutional function. 
And second, because it addresses the 
failure by Congress to live up to its 
duty thus far in this world crisis. For 
both reasons, I urge my colleagues to 
vote for this reaffirmation that Con
gress will fulfill its responsibility to 
speak for and act for the people in de
termining when force will be used on 
behalf of our country. Article I, section 
8, clause 11 of the Constitution is clear: 
only Congress can declare war. The 
Founding Fathers left no doubt about 
that, 204 years ago. Their intention was 
that the power to commit the nation to 
war must reside with the Congress, as 
the institution which most directly 
speaks for the people of this country. 
The question today is, how should this 
constitutional principle apply in to
day's world, where the use of armed 
force as an instrument of national pol
icy . is usually limited, both in scope 
and purpose, without any declaration 
that a state of war exists. Clearly, the 
President, acting as Commander in 
Chief, must have flexibility to act, but 
it is equally clear that Congress cannot 
abdicate its Constitutional duty or its 
responsibility to the people to serve as 
their voice. 

In the 5 months since this crisis 
began, Congress has not fulfilled its 
duty. The President committed 200,000 
troops to the Persian Gulf without any 
formal action by Congress. When we 
adjourned last October, we made a spe
cial provision to come back into ses
sion to act in this crisis. Yet when the 
President doubled our troop commit
ment to more than 400,000 Congress did 
not convene. Nor did we meet to con
sider the United States' role in seeking 
or implementing the United Nations 
resolution, which is cited as the basis 

for threatening military action against 
Iraq. In short, Congress did nothing 
until now, a few days before the U.N. 
deadline, when this crisis has reached 
the precipice of war. 

This resolution is important to re
mind the President that he must come 
to Congress for the authority to use 
'force. As this crisis has demonstrated, 
when Congress leaves a vacuum, Presi
dents can step in and maneuver Con
gress into a position where a vote 
against military action is a vote to un
dercut our troops at their moment of 
maximum vulnerability. 

For me, it · is a bitter choice to be 
forced into the position we find our
selves today. It is the result of Con
gress' failure to be more involved in 
the preceding months, as this crisis has 
escalated. Now, we have no choice but 
to back up the President by voting for 
the use of force-a step that I fervently 
hope the President will not use, and 
should not use while there is the 
slightest hope for a diplomatic solu
tion. In fact, it is because I am abso
lutely convinced that diplomacy can 
succeed only with a demonstration of 
unity in our Government that I can 
vote for the authority to use force. 
Five months ago, two months ago, one 
month ago, a full debate by Congress 
could have allowed other options for 
our action. Today, because of this in
stitution's inaction, we have only one. 

That is why this resolution is so 
vital. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. 'rRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Constitution has become an early 
American wall decoration. Everybody 
sees it. Nobody reads it. Nixon raped it. 
Reagan shredded it. The truth be 
known here, George Bush would dis
regard it. 

Through all this, Congress turned 
their back. They turned their back 
that dealt with Vietnam. They turned 
their back that dealt with Korea. Con
gress cannot afford to turn their back 
as it deals with the Persian Gulf. 

If Members think the gulf cannot 
turn into a Vietnam, let me tell Mem
bers something: Yitzhak Shamir and 
King Fahd are both singing "Onward 
Christian Soldiers." I assure Members 
that it can happen. I say this today, It 
should be quite clear that Congress' 
legislative history is simply this: Any 
President that disregards the Constitu
tion on warmaking powers in the fu
ture will be subject to impeachment. If 
Congress has any courage at all, Con
gress will set that record straight. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield Ph 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER]. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, we are 
asked, what is the hurry? Well, after 5 
months of rebuffed diplomacy, every 
day that this Congress procrastinates, 
Saddam's factories are producing more 

chemical and biological weapons, more 
anthrax, more botulism, more sarin. 
This is a lethal nerve gas. And yes, 
more progress on nuclear weapons. 

Make no mistake about it, if indeed 
we must resort to military force, those 
factories of death and destruction and 
terrorism will surely be targets. 

So today, not next week, not next 
month, but today, we must give the 
President the authority to remove this 
scourge, or the face of history will pass 
judgment upon the Congress, as the 
Congress that failed to do their duty. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. McEWEN]. 

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, last 
night my daughter asked the question 
as postulated by her fourth grade 
teacher: Will your father vote for war 
or for peace? 

As I looked into the face of that lit
tle life that I value more than my own, 
I thought how simple it is when a per
son knows no history, when they have 
no memory, when they see no con
sequences, when a person lives only for 
today. 

Munich simply said, "You go no fur
ther." From now on we will have sanc
tions. When Chamberlain landed and 
held up the paper on which he had the 
few words that held peace in our time, 
the crowds lined the streets, blocked 
Downing Street, so much that he could 
not enter, as the House of Commons 
roared their approval. They asked the 
little stooped 65-year-old remnant of 
World War I, Lord Adm. Winston 
Churchill, "What do you think? He has 
brought us peace in our time." 
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Churchill said, "The Prime Minister 
faced the question between war and 
shame, and he has chosen both." 

From that day until now the world 
has learned, all the civilized world, 
unanimous in the United Nations. 

Mubarak has placed the future of 
Egypt on the line. 

The tremendous economic sacrifices 
of Turkey, the Communist bloc have 
all said, "We will stop tyranny at its 
first step." 

Hitler said, "I intend to go no fur
ther.'' 

Hussein has said, "I intend to go all 
the way. I intend to unite the entire 
Arab world under my command." 

And the civilized world has said, "We 
will stop you here." 

The Congress of the United States of 
America in 1991 should do no less. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO]. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Bennett-Durbin 
constitutional War Powers Resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
resolution offered by my colleagues, Mr. BEN
NETT of Florida and Mr. DURBIN of Illinois. I am 
encouraged that, at long last, Congress is 
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confirming its exclusive right to commit this 
Nation to war. In the present case, I strongly 
oppose granting the authority to the President 
to make war against Iraq. 

Just over 3 years ago, when American serv
icemen were dying in the Persian Gulf to pro
tect Kuwaiti oil shipments, I made the point 
that the United States was in the 37th year of 
a constitutional crisis. The crisis began when 
President Harry Truman introduced a large 
American military force into the Korean conflict 
without any congressional authorization what
soever. His administration advanced the un
heard of theory that "the President, as Com
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces of the 
United States, has full control over the use 
thereof." 

For the first time in American history, a 
President claimed the full share of the 
warmaking powers granted to Congress by the 
U.S. Constitution. Today, Mr. Speaker, we are 
in the 40th year of that constitutional crisis, 
and Congress is still failing in its responsibility. 

The Framers of the Constitution clearly in
tended that the power to initiate war, whether 
declared or undeclared, should reside in the 
legislative branch of Government. They gave 
Congress the power "to declare war [and] 
grant letters of marque and reprisal, and make 
rules concerning captures on land and water"; 
Congress was given thereby sole authority 
over not only declared wars, but undeclared 
military actions sanctioned by the Government 
of the United States. The Framers also gave 
Congress the power to "make rules for the 
Government and regulation of the land and 
naval forces," the power to "define and punish 
piracies and felonies committed on the high 
seas, and offenses against the law of na
tions," and the power to "raise and support 
Armies* * * [and] a navy." 

If that weren't enough, Congress is given 
perhaps the broadest grant of power in the 
Constitution, the power "to make all laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for carry
ing into execution the foregoing powers, and 
all other powers vested by this Constitution in 
the Government of the United States or in any 
department or office thereof." 

The President's vaunted power as Com
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces, accord
ing to Alexander Hamilton, who among the 
Framers was the champion for a strong Presi
dency, was limited to "nothing more than the 
supreme command and direction of the mili
tary and naval forces," as opposed to the Brit
ish King, whose power included "the declaring 
of war and * * * the raising and regulating of 
fleets and armies." 

The Framers sought to create a chief exec
utive, not another king. The power to lead the 
Nation into a costly overseas military adven
ture was a power they explicitly denied to the 
President of the United States. James Madi
son spoke for all of his colleagues when he 
wrote, in a letter to Thomas Jefferson: 

The constitution supposes, what the his
tory of all governments demonstrates, the 
Executive is the branch of power most inter
ested in war and most prone to it. It has ac
cordingly, with studies care, vested the ques
tion of war in the Legislature. 

Presidents up until Harry Truman by and 
large honored the constitutional scheme. But 
since that time, the President has increasingly 

asserted the power to make war at the ex
pense of the Constitution and the legitimate 
role of the U.S. Congress. 

The constitutional crisis came to a head with 
the Vietnam war and the Gulf of Tonkin reso
lution. The Gulf of Tonkin resolution was a 
loosely worded declaration supporting the 
President's actions to defend U.S. Armed 
Forces in Southeast Asia and deter aggres
sion. Members of the Senate rose to make it 
clear that the resolution was not intended to 
authorize a wider war, but two U.S. Presidents 
read it differently. 

Only two Members of Congress opposed 
the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. One of them 
was Wayne Morse of Oregon. In opposing the 
Solarz-Michel resolution later today, I am 
proud to echo his words on the floor of the 
Senate in 1964: 

I believe history will record that we have 
made a great mistake by subverting and cir
cumventing the Constitution of the United 
States, by means of this resolution. As I ar
gued earlier today, we are in effect giving 
the President war making powers in the ab
sence of a declaration of war. I believe that 
to be a historic mistake. 

History vindicated the Senator from Oregon. 
The War Powers Resolution, passed in 

1973 over President Nixon's veto, was a re
sponse not only to the excesses of the Execu
tive during the Vietnam war, but also to the 
near-total abdication of responsibility during 
that period by Congress. The resolution was 
intended to: 

Insure that the collective judgment of both 
the Congress and the President will apply to 
the introduction of United States Armed 
Forces into hostilities, or into situations 
where imminent involvement in hostilities is 
clearly indicated by the circumstances, and 
to the continued use of such forces in 
hostitlities or in such situations. 

The resolution requires the President to re
port to Congress under section 4{a)(1) when
ever he introduces U.S. Armed Forces into 
hostile situations. Congress must act within 60 
days to authorize their continued presence, or 
they must be withdrawn. Unfortunately, Presi
dential compliance with the reporting and con
sulting requirements of the resolution has 
been nearly nonexistent. 

The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD is equally dis
mal. In 1987, when President Reagan used 
the U.S. Navy to escort reflagged Kuwaiti 
tankers, both the House and Senate repeat
edly ducked the war powers issue. Despite a 
major military buildup in the gulf-despite the 
fact that 37 U.S. seamen aboard the U.S.S. 
Stark were killed by an Iraqi missile, the fact 
that a number of vessels were damaged by 
mines, and the exchange of hostile fire be
tween United States and Iranian forces, the 
President did not submit a report pursuant to 
section 4(a)(1) of the War Powers Resolution 
and Congress did not demand one. 

It was left to a number of my colleagues 
and I to seek relief in the Federal courts. The 
courts judged the matter to be a nonjusticiable 
political question. Today we have arrived at 
the final and complete unraveling of the War 
Powers Resolution. The President has once 
again failed to properly comply with the law, 
and Congress has offered him its congratula
tions. 

The near war with Iraq in which we find our
selves is a classic case of bad policy choices 
coming home to haunt us. Iraq has a long his
tory of aggression in the region, and an abys- · 
mal human rights record, and has violated 
international conventions against the use of 
chemical weapons, going so far as to use 
them against its own population. Despite that, 
the Reagan and Bush administrations have in
creasingly tilted United States policy toward 
Iraq. Their bad judgment was compounded, of 
course, by both administrations' failure to de
velop a national energy policy and their sys
tematic cuts in Federal support for conserva
tion and renewable energy development. 

Today, a large American force sits uneasily 
in the Arabian desert. They don't have a clear 
idea why they are there, the American people 
don't have a clear idea why they are there, 
and Congress doesn't have a clear idea why 
they are there. 

Mr. Speaker, if we should have learned any
thing from the military misadventures of the 
last 40 years, it is that U.S. military might 
should not be committed to battle without a 
clear statement of U.S. objectives and the 
broad support of the American people. 

Will our citizens support an indefinite United 
States presence in the Arabian Peninsula? 
Will they support a war to put back in power 
the autocratic billionaire oil sheiks of Kuwait? 
Will they support the President if he decides to 
invade Kuwait and Iraq? Will they support the 
decades-long occupation of Iraq that would 
follow? These are the kinds of questions that 
we must answer with debate in Congress on 
granting the President authority for war with 
Iraq. The Constitution is clear. Congress must 
speak. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues in 
this Chamber will allow me to digress 
at least partially from this debate for 
one moment. I feel it is the ultimate in 
hyprocrisy for Soviet President Gorba
chev to be counseling President Bush 
on the issue of peace while Soviet para
troopers and tank forces brutalize 
Lithuania and the Baltic Republics. 

I only hope that America can save 
part of its outrage over the aggression 
of Saddam Hussein and reserve it for 
the most recent winner of the Nobel 
Peace Prize. 

One of the saddest responsibilities of 
a Member of Congress is to stand at the 
funeral of a fallen soldier. Many of us 
have done it. After the crack of the ri
fles, the Honor Guard has folded Old 
Glory into the neat tricorner and hand
ed it to the survivor, it is often our re
sponsibility to walk up and strain to 
find some words to say. 

I have listened closely to the debate 
over the last 2 days. I do not know that 
I could go up to a young woman I know 
in my home town, a black American, 
whose only son is on the front line and 
say, "I'm very sorry, but we just 
couldn't wait." 

I do not know that I can go up to the 
father or to the mother of someone 
who has died in Operation Desert 
Shield and say, "I regret very much 
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the sorrow to your family, but we had 
to get it over with." 

I certainly do not know that I could 
go up and tell someone who has lost a 
husband that it was more important 
for this Congress to show unity than 
patience. 

These statements which we have 
heard repeatedly over the last 2 days 
may have the ring of truth and sincer
ity to some, but to this Congressman 
they are a hollow substitute for the 
principles and values which many 
Americans treasure as worthy of 
human sacrifice. 

War and killing must be the last re
sort, and before we lose another Amer
ican life in Operation Desert Shield, we 
must exhaust every reasonable possi
bility for peace, and that is why I am 
supporting Hamil ton-Gephardt. 

Now, most of us come to this debate 
weary of all the statements made on 
the floor and praying that our collec
tive decision is wise, whatever it is; but 
regardless of the outcome of these his
toric roles, everyone in this Chamber 
must concede this Congress has re
sponded to a national crisis with an ex
haustive debate which has engaged the 
opinions and interests of the American 
people. The men who wrote our Con
stitution over 200 years ago understood 
that. They understood the gravity of 
this decision and they knew how im
portant it was that the American peo
ple we represent have a voice in this 
debate over the fate of the lives of 
their children. 

A week ago this very debate was in 
question. The President argued that he 
would follow the Constitution, but he 
would give us no assurance that a vote 
would be taken before war began. 

My colleague, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS] initiated a 
lawsuit to try to guarantee that con
stitutional voice, and today the Con
stitution has prevailed. The American 
people have prevailed, and a topic 
which has been debated far and wide in 
barbershops, sale barns, family rooms, 
and board rooms, has finally been de
bated on the floor of the people's 
House. 

Even the Solarz-Michel resolution 
makes it clear that we are authorizing 
the President. We are giving him au
thority. We are not conceding the 
President had this authority without 
us. 

Now, some argue they can conceive 
of a set of facts where some President 
in the future faced with extraordinary 
circumstances might not be able to 
seek congressional authorization. I will 
concede that point. History proves that 
point. It is not unusual or even uncon
stitutional for a President to use his 
power as Commander in Chief and ask 
for congressional approval after the 
fact, and certainly not all uses of force 
constitute war; but I would hope that 
this Congress will not squander its con
stitutional birthright over some am-

biguous possibility or partisan loyalty 
to any President, Democrat or Repub
lican. 

It is far more important that we as
sert clearly and directly that article I, 
section 8, clause 11, is alive and well. 
To do otherwise is to effectively amend 
this important power out of our Con
stitution. 

It has been my honor to cosponsor 
this resolution with the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. BENNETT]. I certainly 
hope that every Member in this Cham
ber, regardless of their feelings on the 
Persian Gulf, will take their oath of of
fice seriously and vote yes on the Ben
nett-Durbin resolution. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. CAMP
BELL]. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
Bennett-Durbin resolution. 

The Bennett-Durbin resolution before us 
correctly states that only the Congress can de
clare war. This is a view I have long applied 
to the Persian Gulf crisis. However, the resolu
tion goes further and states: 

Any offensive action taken against Iraq 
must be explicitly approved by the Congress 
of the United States before such action may 
be initiated. 

That is not the same thing as saying that 
Congress alone can declare war. Let me offer 
at least one concrete and realistic example. 

After the Achille Lauro hijacking and murder 
of the American, Leon Klinghoffer, the United 
States intercepted an Egyptian plane carrying 
the hijackers and their leader, Abu Abbas, to 
freedom. We forced the plane down in Italy, 
where the hijackers were arrested and con
victed. The forcing down of that plane was of
fensive action against the country under 
whose flag that plane flew-Egypt. Indeed, the 
United States fought the War of 1812 on just 
that issue, the principle of free navigation on 
the high seas. Yet President Reagan did not 
seek, nor was there time to seek, congres
sional approval in advance. 

Abu Abbas was let go by the Italian authori
ties and is now reported to be living in Bagh
dad. Furthermore, Saddam Hussein has ex
plicitly threatened terrorism within his arsenal 
in the present crisis. Suppose we learned in 
the next week that an Iraqi plane or ship was 
carrying Abu Abbas out of Iraq. If the Presi
dent forced that plane or ship to stop, to take 
Abu Abbas prisoner for the murder of Leon 
Klinghoffer, it would be an offensive action 
against Iraq. There would not be time to seek 
explicit approval in advance from Congress for 
such an action. This is a realistic example, in 
the precise context of the present crisis. 

The problem with the Bennett-Durbin resolu
tion, evidently, is that it is drafted too broadly. 
It is simply impossible for the President to 
submit "any offensive action" to the prior con
sideration and approval of Congress. And the 
resolution says "explicitly;" its drafters intend it 
to sweep broadly. 

Had the resolution said that the Congress 
alone can declare war under our Constitution, 
I would have supported it. But the drafters, ei
ther intentionally or through imprecision born 

of the shortness of time, have drafted a reso
lution that incorrectly states this important prin
ciple of constitutional law. The President does 
have authority in certain occasions to use of
fensive action, and to say he doesn't goes 
against the Constitution as much as to say 
Congress is not the body empowered to de
clare war. 

Let me also take this occasion to place be
fore the public my reasons for voting in favor 
of the Solarz-Michel joint resolution, and 
against the Gephardt-Hamilton concurrent res
olution. Nothing has consumed more of my 
time and energy since becoming a Congress
man than this. It is a terrible thing to go to 
war. Nevertheless, war, or the use of force, 
has been justified from time to time in our his
tory. 

The use of force directed at Iraq's chemical, 
biological, and incipient nuclear weapons fa
cilities is justified. The world would be a safer 
place if Saddam Hussein no longer possessed 
chemical and biological weapons, or the po
tential for nuclear weapons. I believe an air or 
missile attack on those facilities could be suc
cessful with little loss of life. And I do not be
lieve this would necessarily cause Saddam 
Hussein to respond by invading Saudi Arabia. 

Saddam Hussein is the only national leader 
on the world stage who has used chemical 
weapons-against both the Iranians and the 
Kurds. It is likely that he will threaten to use 
them again, possibly against the Turks, the 
Syrians, the Saudis, or the Israelis. To these 
may be added his biological weapons. Both of 
these kinds of weapons were created by Iraq 
in clear violation of international law. 

It is true that the United States also has 
chemical weapons, though we have never 
used them and Saddam Hussein has. Further
more, we are actively engaged in negotiations 
with the Soviets aimed toward mutual elimi
nation of these weapons. And, in my own 
case, I have always voted against funding 
their creation or stockpiling. 

Experts disagree on how soon Iraq will have 
a nuclear device, but the estimates range from 
less than 1 year to 5 years. Complex delivery 
systems may take longer, though we know 
Iraq does possess the SCUD surface-to-sur
face long-range missile. Without overempha
sizing the point, I think we can conclude that 
Iraq's nuclear potential is also worthy of con
cern. Yes, several other countries possess nu
clear arms; but what is unique about Saddam 
Hussein is his proven willingness to use 
chemical weapons, which could indicate a will
ingness to use at least a tactical nuclear 
weapon as well. At the very least, he could 
make a threat to do so that his neighbors 
would consider very credible. 

The present crisis, therefore, as I see it, af
fords the opportunity to rid the world of hor
rible weapons held by a man who has used 
them before. Whereas eliminating these weap
ons was not the focus of the U.N. resolution, 
their destruction would be quite consistent with 
the resolution, which authorizes the use of 
force necessary to drive Iraq from Kuwait. For 
one point, destroying these weapons facilities 
might convince Saddam Hussein that he is in 
a position of military inferiority, so that he 
might voluntarily then withdraw from Kuwait, 
or, perhaps, be toppled from power in his own 
country. Also, destroying them is a logical 
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prelude to any ,war that might come-as a way 
of protecting our own troops from being at
tacked with them. 

Additionally, I think it would be defensible to 
use force to seal off Kuwait-to intercept any 
attempt to resupply the Iraqi troops there. If 
we were successful in enforcing a complete 
blockade by land, sea, and air, the Iraqi troops 
in Kuwait could then be invited to lay down 
their arms and enter Saudi Arabia. I am hope
ful they would do so-again, ending this crisis 
with relatively little loss of life. I do recognize 
that lives will be lost by shooting down Iraqi 
supply planes or bombing overland resupply 
convoys or ships. But this would still be far 
short of an all out war. 

I am not in possession of all the information 
of which the President is aware, but I think it 
would be wiser for American troops not to be 
committed to a land invasion of Iraq or Kuwait. 
The potential for large-scale loss of life in such 
a contingency is high. After destroying the 
chemical and biological weapons, and inter
dicting the resupply of Kuwait, I would think 
the withdrawal from Kuwait or the defection of 
Iraqi troops from Kuwait would soon follow. 
But if it didn't, I would favor the replacement 
of United States troops in the Saudi desert. 
Waiting out the long term in a purely defensive 
posture can, I believe, be the mission of the 
troops from Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Syria. 
An Arab nation force could defend Saudi Ara
bia from any threatened further invasion by 
Saddam Hussein, especially after he had been 
deprived of his weapons of mass destruction. 
U.S. forces could be limited to the air and sea 
power necessary to maintain air superiority in 
the event of a such an attack. 

Nevertheless, the threat of such an invasion 
should be maintained; and this the President 
is doing in hopes that Saddam Hussein will 
withdraw completely. 

Some critics have argued that our decisions 
have been driven by oil. While there is no 
doubt that oil is important to the present world 
economy, our access to oil was not a factor in 
my vote. I have long believed that our country 
needs to move away from fossil fuels, pri
marily for environmental reasons, but also for 
reasons of national security. The real issues 
for me are chemical weapons, daily human 
rights abuses by the Iraqis in Kuwait, and a 
chance to guarantee the long-term peace in 
the world through a newly invigorated United 
Nations. 

One last point-the cost of this entire oper
ation must be borne to a far greater degree by 
the Saudis, and by our other allies. The 
Saudis have benefited from the higher world 
price of oil-estimates are $2 to $3 billion a 
month of increased revenues. That entire sum 
should go to the multilateral force arrayed 
against Iraq. Americans are taking the risk of 
loss of life; that is the greatest contribution 
imaginable. 

Our votes today are on authorizing the use 
of force or waiting for the economic sanctions 
to have more effect. 

The latter course condemns the Kuwaiti 
people to human rights abuses throughout the 
time we continue to wait. The Amnesty Inter
national report on what the Iraqi soldiers have 
done to individual Kuwaitis makes horrifying 
reading-rape, gouging out of eyes, castra-

tion, beating individuals while suspended, 
summary execution. 

The latter course allows Saddam Hussein 
more time to build more weapons, including 
chemical and biological weapons capable of 
killing thousands. It allows his troops to dig in 
deeper, his air defenses to be made more 
comprehensive. When the time comes to go to 
war, our troops will thus be under greater 
threat. I cannot do that. 

Only the former course authorizes the de
struction of horrible weapons created in con
travention of international law, used in con
travention of international law and all human 
decency. Only the former holds out the hope 
of replacing Saddam Hussein, the only leader 
on the world stage today to have used chemi
cal weapons. 

It is a sorry thing to conclude that the use 
of force is ever necessary to settle disputes in 
the affairs of nations. But we must use force 
from time to time, until the world is rid of those 
who invade their peaceful neighbors, to rape, 
torture, steal, and murder. 

It is far more comfortable to seek peace at 
any price. Some would never. use force; many 
of them are saints, too many of them are mar
tyrs. But we Members of Congress cannot af
ford to take that posture. We are sworn to pro
tect those whom we represent. We have, by 
taking public office, taken on the heavy re
sponsibility of authorizing the use of force 
when it must be so. This is a time when it 
must be so. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, there are 
three votes to cast today that are of great sig
nificance. I choose to comment on them in 
their order of appearance on the calendar. 

First, the Bennett-Durbin resolution calling 
for no offensive action . against Iraq without 
congressional approval. 

History shows that the Presidents of the 
United States have initiated military action on 
about 260 different occasions, while Congress 
has declared war five times. 

As the clock ticks toward the January 15 
U.N. deadline, this legislative option reopens a 
centuries old debate over who has what au
thority under the Constitution. This resolution 
simply ties the President's hands on any of
fensive action against Iraq unless Congress 
specifically approves, a process that could 
take months. 

I would love to be part of an in-depth debate 
on this constitutional issue, but not under to
day's circumstances. As history reflects, the 
Commander in Chief has the authority to react 
instantly, and Congress has chosen to legally 
participate less than 2 percent of the time, in 
every case in support of the President. 

This resolution, though nonbinding, would 
totally deny the Executive's emergency author
ity that currently does not necessarily lead to 
the start of war. That authority has been used, 
for instance, to force down the plane carrying 
the fleeing murderers of the Achillie Lauro hi
jacking, and there are numerous other exam
ples of a justified use of force. 

In the name of separation of powers, this 
resolution is unduly restrictive and is unneces
sary in light o~ the resolution offered in support 
of the United Nations. 

Second, the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution 
calling for the extension of economic sanc
tions. 

The sanctions have been somewhat effec
tive but there has been universal agreement in 
congressional hearings that sanctions alone 
will not achieve Iraq's departure from Kuwait. 

My conclusion is that Saddam Hussein wins 
if we merely attempt to extend economic sanc
tions. Under this legislative option, he has 
faced up to the United Nations and the United 
States, and we back away while he slaughters 
the people of Kuwait. His stature is enhanced, 
and we unravel the fabric of international co
operation that is the best hope for long-term 
world peace. 

I believe that some Members will vote for 
both the U.N. Presidential authority resolution 
and extended sanctions.This has some appeal 
to me because I argued weeks ago that sanc
tions could paly a greater role in weakening 
Iraq. Since then the United Nations has ap
proved Resolution No. 678 with the January 
15 deadline, and President Bush has in
creased our troop strength dramatically. Under 
today's circumstances, I believe that support
ing both resolutions is contradictory. 

Third, the Solarz-Michel resolution authoriz
ing, upon certification by the President that all 
diplomatic and peaceful means have been ex
hausted, the use of armed forces under the 
provisions of U.N. Resolution 678. 

This is not a declaration of war. It is author
ization for the use of force if all else fails. It 
is a big stick. 

I am increasingly convinced that positive ac
tion by Congress, backing up the United Na
tions and our President, will be the next logical 
step toward a peaceful solution and the most 
effective message that we can deliver to Sad
dam Hussein. He will probably be encouraged 
by the debate, as our system of government 
allows the full presentation of dissenting 
views. But a strong vote in support of this joint 
resolution is the enforceable bottom line that 
also characterizes our system. 

The President does not need this authority 
to proceed under the U.N. resolution and its 
January 15 deadline. My visits to the White 
House during the past few days underscore 
the President's support for Perez de Cuellar's 
last-minute efforts at diplomacy, and his con
tempt for Iraq's continuing efforts to break up 
the international strength that has amassed 
against his brutality. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, well, I 
guess I don't really know what the point of this 
resolution is. 

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution vests 
Congress with the power to declare war. The 
executive and legislative branches have dis
agreed ever since on how this power relates 
to the President's role as head of state and 
Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces. 

I'm sure all the Members of this House 
agree that the President should consult Con
gress on planned military action, and seek 
congressional authorization whenever pos
sible. This is because our political system 
works best when there is agreement between 
the branches of Government on this important 
question. 

Perhaps there is no great harm in adopting 
this resolution, provided it is seen in connec
tion with the other actions that will be taken by 
this House and the Congress. I hope and ex
pect that Congress will adopt a resolution sup
porting action under U.N. Security Council 
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Resolution No. 678 which authorizes the use 
of all necessary means, including military 
force, to respond to Iraq's aggression against 
Kuwait. 

This resolution simply restates the constitu
tional provisions on the power to declare war. 
It does not and cannot add to the powers of 
the President and Congress on the use of 
U.S. military forces overseas. 

Also, this resolution speaks only of offensive 
action against Iraq. I don't know what this is 
supposed to mean, but many experts believe 
that-under both international and domestic 
law-military actions taken as part of U.N. Se
curity Council enforcement actions are defen
sive in nature. They believe that a state of war 
has existed in the Persian Gulf since Saddam 
Hussein invaded Kuwait on August 2. So, 
once again, this resolution would not impose 
any new limitation on the President's authority. 

But the bottom line is this-that the House 
is now preparing to adopt not only this resolu
tion but a resolution to support the actions that 
the President will take, in accordance with the 
Security Council resolution, to turn back Iraq's 
aggression against Kuwait. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of the Durbin-Bennett 
resolution. 

As chairman of the Judiciary Committee's 
Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional 
Rights, I have been deeply concerned by the 
Presidenf s continued denial of the Congress' 
constitutional prerogative with regard to the 
declaration of war. 

With the Bennett-Durbin resolution, Con
gress does no more than reassert our con
stitutional prerogative-the sole power to de
clare war-which article I, section 8 of the 
U.S. Constitution gives to Congress alone. 

In a better world, such a restatement of the 
Constitution would be unnecessary. But, 
today, we find ourselves in a climate where an 
American President has cast among the 
American people shadows of doubt on Con
gress' role in making war. This resolution re
moves those shadows, and reassures the 
American people that war will never be de
clared in this country by one person, acting 
alone. 

The President is, of course, the Commander 
in Chief once war is begun, but he has abso
futely no constitutional authority to start a war 
on his own. There can be no graver decision 
than a decision taking our country to war. It is 
Congress' constitutional prerogatWe and sol
emn responsibility to make this grave deter
mination. 

The resolution before us makes this point 
crystal clear. I strongly urge its passage. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OBEY). Pursuant to the rule, the pre
vious question is ordered on the con
current resolution. 

The question is on the concurrent 
resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, on tha.t 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 302-;- nays 
131, not voting 2, as fallows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 

'English 
t Erdreich 

Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford (Ml) 
Pard (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 

[Roll No. 7) 

YEAs-302 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Harris 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (Ml) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
·M-cDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McH.ugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller(CA) 
Mi1ler(WA) 
Mineta. • 
Mink 
Moakley 
MoUohMl 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Mrazek 

MurphY 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith (FL) 
Sn ewe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokea 
Studds 
Swett 
SwU't 
Syna.r 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauain 
Taylor(MS) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thom ton 
Torres 
Torricetti 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 

Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Edwards (OK) 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Gradison 

Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 

NAYS-131 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Heney 
Herger 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Kasi ch 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Madigan 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McEwen 
McMillan(NC) 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 

NOT VOTING-2 
Dymally Udall 
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Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Pickle 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Rhodes 
Riggs 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Scb.ulze 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 

Mr. BUSTAMANTE changed his vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the concurrent resolution was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
REGARDING UNITED STATES POLICY TO REVERSE 

IRAQ'S OCCUPATION OF KUWAIT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to section 3 of House Resolution 27, 
it is now in order to consider the con
current resolution printed in section 2 
of House Report 102-1 by, and if offered 
by, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
HAMILTON] or the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT], or their des
ignee. 

For what purpose dees the gentleman 
from Missouri rise? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Spea-k,er, P\ll'liU

ant to the rule, I offer House Concur
rent Resolution No. 33. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will rePort 
the concurrent re.3olution. 

The Clerk read the concurrent reso
lution, as follows: 
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H. CON. RES. 33 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring) , That (a) the Congress is 
firmly committed to reversing Iraq's brutal 
and illegal occupation of Kuwait. 

(b) The Congress authorizes continued use 
of American military force to enforce the 
United Nations economic embargo against 
Iraq; to defend Saudi Arabia from direct 
Iraqi attack; and to protect American forces 
in the region. 

(c) The Congress believes that continued 
application of international sanctions and 
diplomatic efforts to pressure Iraq to leave 
Kuwait is the wisest course at this time and 
should be sustained. 

(d) The Congress pledges its ·full and con
tinued support for sustaining the policy of 
increasing economic and diplomatic pressure 
against Iraq; for maintaining our military 
options; and for efforts to increase the mili
tary and financial contributions made by al
lied nations. 

(e) The Constitution requires the President 
to obtain authorization from the Congress 
before initiating new offensive military ac
tion or waging war against Iraq or Iraqi 
forces. The Congress does not rule out the 
enactment by the Congress at a later time of 
a declaration of war or other Congressional 
authorization for the use of force should that 
become necessary to achieve the goal of forc
ing Iraqi troops from Kuwait. The Congress 
will consider any request from the President 
for such an authorization expeditiously in 
accordance with the priority procedures set 
forth in section 2. 
SEC. 2. PRIORITY PROCEDURES. 

(a) The House leadership commits to ensur
ing swift consideration of a Presidential re
quest to authorize the use of force against 
Iraq. On the first legislative day on which 
the President submits such a request, the 
majority leader of the House of Representa
tives shall introduce (by request) a joint res
olution to carry out that request. Notwith
standing clause 4(b) of rule XI of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives, for the pur
pose of expediting the consideration and pas
sage of any joint resolution introduced pur
suant to this subsection, it shall be in order 
for the Committee on Rules of the House of 
Representatives to present for consideration 
a resolution of the House of Representatives 
providing procedures for the prompt consid
eration of that joint resolution under this 
subsection. 

(b) Subsection (a) is adopted by the Con
gress with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to determine the 
rules of its proceedings (so far as relating to 
such House). 
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Mr. GEPHARDT (during the reading). 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the concurrent resolution be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
souri? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 

gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT] will be recognized for 30 min
utes, and a Member opposed will be rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. EDWARDS] rise? 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 

Gephardt-Hamilton resolution, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the debate 
in opposition be controlled, 20 minutes 
by the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. TORRICELLI] and 10 minutes by 
myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 

the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT], the majority leader. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. HAMILTON]. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me, and I rise in support of the 
Gephardt-Hamilton resolution. 

Congress and the President agree 
that Iraq must leave Kuwait. We differ 
today on means, not ends. 

Supporters of Gephardt-Hamilton are 
as serious about reversing aggression 
as supporters of the President's resolu
tion. Iraq will be forced out of Kuwait. 

Our strategy is not sanctions alone. 
It includes tough sanctions, diplomatic 
isolation and the threat of force. 

This strategy is working. It contin
ues to ratchet up the pressure on Iraq. 
You simply cannot yet say this strat
egy has failed. We should not shift to a 
war strategy. 

There are two issues before members. 
First, who decides when we use force? 
We have a constitutional responsibil-

ity to vote at the time when and if the 
President concludes force is necessary. 
That decision must be made jointly. 

The President's resolution means 
Congress gives up the right to decide. 
It means we give the President unlim
ited discretion to start a war in cir
cumstances that cannot be foreseen. He 
should not make that decision alone. 

Second, should we stay the course? 
I believe there are three arguments 

for staying the course. 
First, the three-pronged U.S. strat

egy of tough sanctions, diplomatic iso
lation and the threat of force is work
ing. 

It has produced results. Iraq has been 
isolated; hostages have been released; 
Saudi Arabia is safe; and oil continues 
to flow. 

Economic sanctions have begun to 
bite. They are seriously damaging the 
Iraqi economy. They will inflict fur
ther pain in all sectors. There is a rea
sonable expectation that this strategy 
will succeed. 

Second, our current strategy is bet
ter than the alternative of war. There 
are no guarantees war will be quick or 
easy. 

War will have risks for the United 
States and unintended consequences. 
War will: Split the coalition; estrange 
us from our closest allies; make us the 
object of Arab hostility; endanger 
friendly governments in the region; 
and not be easy to end, once started. 

War will be largely a U.S. operation. 
We have three-quarters of the fighting 
forces. The coalition will be divided by 
war. Some partners: Will fight only in 
Kuwait, not in Iraq; some will rethink 
participation if Israel enters; some will 
not use ground forces; and still others 
have not sent ground forces. Coalition 
support for war is questionable. War 
promises no neat solution. 

What does it mean to win a war, and 
what comes next? The region is vola
tile and prone to violent change; alli-

. ance shift. A few years ago, we helped 
Saddam Hussein against the ayatollah; 
some think Saddam's demise will solve 
all our problems; it will not. Who will 
rule in Baghdad? Who will police the 
region? What will be our role? Bringing 
stability to the Middle East after a war 
will be protracted and difficult. 

Third, diplomatic options have not 
been exhausted. 

Saddam Hussein is isolated. You do 
not get a message to him if you do not 
convey it directly. Six hours of talks 
after nearly six months of stalemate 
with a Foreign Minister who is not a 
key adviser do not exhaust diplomacy; 
several other diplomatic initiatives are 
underway; and to declare war ends di
plomacy. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Speaker, some of the President's 
supporters call his resolution the last, 
best chance for peace. Two chief spon
sors of the President's resolution call 
it the equivalent of a declaration of 
war. You cannot have it both ways. 

The Gephardt-Hamilton resolution: 
Preserves the role of the Congress; 
guarantees our participation in any de
cision; and does not delegate that deci
sion to the President. 

Mr. Speaker, we must stay the 
course: Current policy is working; we 
are putting the screws on Iraq; the 
sanctions are biting; diplomatic op
tions are opening; and events are mov
ing in our direction. You simply cannot 
make the judgment today that current 
U.S. strategy has failed. This strategy 
stands a reasonable chance of success. 

There are better alternatives to war: 
War will bring devastation, death, hor
ror and havoc far beyond Iraq; we must 
exhaust all options before we resort to 
the use of force; and we must stay the 
course. 

I urge adoption of the Gephardt-Ham
il ton resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, the last two days have reflected the 
best of American tradition at a mo
ment of crisis. We have listened to 
Members' opinions reflecting every 
conceivable point of view regarding the 
challenge we face in the Middle East. 
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This morning we have reached the mo
ment of truth. 

I urge my colleagues to be very re
strained in their rhetoric during the 
debate today. It is one thing to make 
speeches for domestic consumption. It 
is quite another to realize that what 
we say here, right now, is being care
fully measured by Saddam Hussein. 
America will not be hurt by what her 
politicians do not say today. 

The President wants peace. He op
poses the kind of violence that led to 
the absorption of Kuwait by Iraq. He 
needs the united strength of all of 
America as he extends his hand for a 
peaceful solution. Let us make certain 
that what we say and do here does not 
weaken his hand. 

Every voice that does not support the 
world's opposition to Iraq's aggression 
weakens the President's voice. Every 
voice that does not support the logic of 
the United Nations muffles the world's 
cry for peace. My colleagues, to each of 
you personally I must say this, do not 
let your voice weaken the slim chance 
for peace. 

Saddam Hussein has aggressive in
tent beyond Kuwait. If President Bush 
had not acted swiftly in August, Iraq 
would have moved on Saudi Arabia and 
we would already be at war. Since that 
time, a vast coalition of nations seek
ing a new world order has come to
gether to condemn Iraq's occupation of 
Kuwait and demand its withdrawal. 

The United States and the United 
Nations have exercised every possible 
avenue to bring about a diplomatic so
lution. In the meantime, Hussein con
tinues to build his military capability. 
He is moving quickly to develop weap
ons of mass destruction, including mis
siles to accurately deliver poison gas. 
He is working frantically toward nu
clear capability. 

The time has come for us to squarely 
face that line in the sand. Yes, my col
leagues, the time has come for us to set 
aside partisanship. The time has come 
for a united American voice to 
strengthen the President's effort for 
peace. 

I am not unlike many of my con
stituents who have family serving in 
the gulf. My nephew Erich, who com
mands a Black Hawk helicopter crew, 
is among the thousands of young men 
and women on the front lines in the 
Saudi desert. Thoughts of him weigh 
heavily on my mind. Like most people, 
I do not want to see America go to war. 
But like Erich, I will continue to sup
port my President. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the civilized 
world's opposition to Iraq's invasion of 
Kuwait. We must join the world of na
tions to see that Saddam Hussein's ag
gression does not prevail. I urge the 
Congress to give overwhelming support 
to the U.N. resolutions and the world 
effort toward a sensible and peaceful 
resolution. 
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Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA]. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, after the 
brutal Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, Presi
dent Bush reacted quickly. He sent in 
the 82d Airborne, he sent in the Marine 
Expeditionary Force, he deployed car
riers, he sent in F-15 fighters, and he 
consulted with Congress. 

I personally, in my job as chairman 
of the Defense Appropriations Sub
committee, met with him 11 times on 
this crisis. I have talked with him on 
the phone, and we gave him advice. He 
did not talk to us; we talked to him. 

We said to him get the allies in
volved; seek burden sharing; don't re
peat Vietnam. We said, everything 
must be done under the auspices of the 
United Nations. 

President Bush, with his background 
in diplomacy, as former Ambassador to 
the United Nations, did a brilliant job. 
I do not know if there is anybody else 
in history better prepared for this type 
of a crisis. He talked to his allies, and 
he sent Secretary of State Baker to en
courage burden sharing. He took that 
advice, and he has done everything in 
that regard. 

The United Nations then passed 12 
resolutions, condemning Iraq, and al
lowing member states to use force if 
necessary to get Iraq out of Kuwait. 

He has continued diplomatic efforts 
for a peaceful solution. As a matter of 
fact, a number of us were in a meeting 
with the President. He was interrupted. 
Secretary Baker had called from Gene
va. He went out, and came back 10 min
utes later and said, "We have been 
stiffed. This guy made no compromise, 
indicated no flexibility. He is not will
ing at all to agree to a diplomatic solu
tion. All the flurry of activity and all 
the diplomacy we have been involved 
in has produced nothing." 

I visited the 82d Airborne 1 month 
after the deployment. Let me tell you 
something: there is no harsher environ
ment. I have been in the jungles of 
Vietnam, I have been in the jungles of 
Central America. There is no harsher 
environment than the deserts of the 
Middle East. 

If you sit here in an air-conditioned 
office and you say, "Let our soldiers sit 
out there in the sand," you do not 
know what it is like. You put your 
hand on metal and you get a third-de
gree burn. It is so hot they have to 
train at nighttime and sleep in the 
daytime. 

Many of them are getting just one 
hot meal a day and infrequent showers. 
It is easy for the Congress to sit back 
here and say, "We are going to allow 
these troops to sit out there in the 
sand for an unlimited period of time." 
We cannot do that, and they cannot 
sustain that physically. 

I went down to Norfolk and Camp 
Lejeune to visit the families of the peo-

ple who have been deployed for the 
longest period of time. I listened to a 
lot of problems that they have. 

I said to them, "What is the thing 
you want most? What is the problem I 
can resolve?" 

They said, "We want our men home. 
We want our families together." 

"What is the second most important 
problem?" 

"We want them home soon." 
I was out in the hallway the other 

day, and I hope this is not something 
we can say about a lot of Members, but 
I heard one Member say to another, 
"You know, this is just a concurrent 
resolution. It is only a sense of Con
gress resolution. It has no force of law. 
You can vote for this resolution. If it 
does not work out, you can always say, 
'I didn't tie the hands of the Presi
dent.'" 

Let me tell you something: this is a 
concurrent resolution that has no force 
of law, but it sends an outrageous sig
nal to Saddam Hussein if we were to 
pass it. It shows that this country is 
not united, and we have to be united if 
we are going to have a peaceful solu
tion. 

Let me read a quote to you: 
America's strength is not great unless it is 

a united strength. Our power is not deter
mining unless it is mobilized. America's will 
is not decisive unless it is one irresistible 
will. 

That was made July 28, 1941, by the 
late great chairman Claude Pepper, 
trying to rally the American people to 
the cause and be prepared for World 
War II. 

I was in the Marine Reserves during 
the Cuban crisis. I remember people 
saying when JFK was facing down 
Khrushchev, they said, "Let him put 
missiles in Cuba. We don't want a holo
caust. We don't want to destroy the 
world. Let him put missiles there. We 
have missiles in Europe." 

John Kennedy stood up to Khru
shchev, and this is a better, more se
cure America, for what he did in those 
days. 

The United States has to be united 
against Saddam Hussein and united in 
support of the international commu
nity arrayed against Saddam Hussein. 
We must be united in support of our 
troops deployed in Saudi Arabia. 

The way to send the message of unity 
is simple: vote against the concurrent 
resolution, which has no force in law, 
and vote for the Michel-Solarz joint 
resolution, allowing the President to 
continue his good work. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
YATRON]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
Hamilton-Gephardt resolution which embraces 
the current policy of sanctions, diplomacy, and 
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military deterrence to compel Saddam to with
draw from Kuwait. 

The policy of sanctions has the broad-based 
support of the American public. History has 
demonstrated time and time again that strong 
support at home for major action abroad has 
long been the formula for success in American 
foreign policy. It is in keeping with this demo
cratic tradition that I support the Hamilton
Gephardt resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, this debate is not about wheth
er Congress, by its actions, will either be op
posing or supporting Saddam Hussein. No 
one wants to reward Saddam for his aggres
sion in Kuwait. No one here wants to let him 
threaten the world with weapons of mass de
struction and no one wants to allow Saddam 
to control the free flow of oil from the Persian 
Gulf. 

The President's response to Hussein's pi
racy of Kuwait was supported by the Congress 
and the American people back in August. The 
issue before us now is whether the United 
States should continue to use sanctions to 
starve Saddam's army out of Kuwait over the 
long term or force his troops out militarily in 
the short term. That is the context in which 
this debate should be framed. 

Mr. Speaker, the Hamilton-Gephardt resolu
tion rightly maintains our current policy. The 
underpinning of this resolution views military 
force as a last resort. We owe it to our troops 
in the gulf to exhaust every conceivable option 
before embarking on a military offensive in the 
gulf. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Human Rights, I recall when many of us here 
called for the imposition of sanctions against 
Saddam Hussein when he used chemical 
weapons to kill thousands of innocent Kurds 
back in 1988. Last year, many of us, once 
again, sought to impose economic sanctions 
to protest Saddam's butchery of his own peo
ple. In both cases, sanctions were derailed by 
the State Department ·which contended that 
such punitive measures were counter
productive and would send the wrong mes
sage to Baghdad. 

Mr. Speaker, had we imposed those sanc
tions back then Saddam might not have gross
ly miscalculated the United States response to 
his invasion of Kuwait. Economic sanctions 
would have been the appropriate policy re
sponse then, just as maintaining our current 
policy of economic sanctions is the appro
priate response now. 

Our current policy will maintain the support 
of the American people and the world commu
nity. Force will not. Sanctions will eventually 
erode Iraq's warmaking capacity and cause 
dissension within Saddam's military. That is a 
certainty. Force now, will result in a significant 
number of American casualties. That is a cer
tainty. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the Hamilton-Gephardt 
resolution does not rule out the use of force, 
if it becomes necessary, in the future. But of
fensive military action, at this time, denies our 
American troops the benefit of allowing the 
sanctions time to work. We owe them that, 
and I would urge my colleagues to support 
Hamilton-Gephardt and oppose the use of 
force resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 

gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
CARDIN]. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
lution. 

First, let me compliment the leadership on 
both sides of this debate. It is clear that this 
Congress and our Nation are united in their 
commitment and their resolve to stop the ag
gression of Iraq and restore the lawful Govern
ment of Kuwait. 

Where we differ is on the course we now 
should take to accomplish these goals. I favor 
the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution. 

The current economic and political policies 
initiated by the United States and supported 
by our allies have worked. Iraq has been iso
lated. Our hostages have been released. Iraq 
has been denied the benefits of Kuwaiti oil. 
Saudi Arabia is secure, and we have estab
lished stability in the flow of oil from the Mid
dle East. Now is the time to maintain this suc
cessful policy and accomplish our final objec
tive of getting Iraq out of Kuwait. 

By initiating offensive military action now we 
run the risk of unpredictable and unintended 
consequences. Can we keep our coalition to
gether as other nations are drawn into active 
military engagement? What will be the contin
ued U.S. obligation in the region after the ces
sation of hostilities? Are our allies willing to 
fairly share this burden? 

There are those who say we cannot just 
stand by and do nothing. I. agree. We have 
taken decisive action. We have enforced an 
economic blockade. We have sent hundreds 
of thousands of Americans to the Middle East. 
And this policy has brought world support. 

Mr. Speaker, regardless of the vote on 
these resolutions, the message of this Con
gress is clear. We stand united in our support 
and will take any and all action necessary to 
support the brave men and women of this 
country who are in the Middle East, preserving 
the freedom for which this Nation was found
ed. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
STARK]. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Gephardt-Hamil
ton resolution as a responsible alter
native to the President's policy. 

Mr. Speaker, I have listened very carefully 
to the debate for 2 days now. 

I have not heard any of you say a single 
thing for which I would vote to send even one 
American to die. Not one of the many reasons 
given, such as Hussein being a modern-day 
Hitler, the need for oil, protecting the Saudis, 
the need to save Kuwait, or the safety of Is
rael have convinced me that war is justified. 
The only valid issue is whether to give Presi
dent Bush authority to order thousands, even 
tens of thousands to their death. 

Our allies have done almost not~ing to help 
with this burden. The embargo is the only hu
mane alternative. 

I will not vote for the President's resolution. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

21/2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. COSTELLO]. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the Hamilton-Gephardt 

resolution. These are very difficult 
times for this country. These are very 
difficult times for every Member of the 
House of Representatives, and the 
other body. We are about to cast the 
most important vote of our careers. I 
cannot imagine a more difficult deci
sion than the one that may result in 
putting thousands of American lives on 
the line. 

As my colleagues know on both sides 
of the aisle, I have a very proud son 
who is a member of the 82d Airborne 
Division, an infantry paratrooper, who 
has been in Saudi Arabia since August. 
I spoke with him on the telephone this 
past Sunday. He is prepared both men
tally and physically to go into combat 
if called upon. If we go to war, my son 
and thousands of young Americans will 
win this war, and we will be very proud 
of them. 

This debate today is not about my 
son or any one soldier in the Middle 
East. This debate is about how we can 
best achieve our goals of getting Sad
dam Hussein out of Kuwait. It may 
take war. I have not ruled out war. The 
Gephardt resolution does not rule out 
war. It simply says that while we have 
the remaining option, economic sanc
tions, let us give economic sanctions 
time to work. 

If I believed for 1 minute that by giv
ing President Bush the authority to en
gage in combat and take this country 
to war we could achieve peace today, I 
would vote for the Solarz amendment. 
But I do not. 

There is still evidence to indicate 
that economic sanctions and inter
national diplomacy are in fact work
ing. How long will they take? I do not 
know. There is no Member of this body 
that knows if it will take 3 months, 6 
months, or a year. 

But I do know this. The experts can
not agree as to how long it will take to 
be successful, but they do agree on one 
thing: That sanctions are effective, and 
they are working. If we go to war now 
or next week, we will never know if a 
peaceful resolution might have pre
vailed. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, in the last 48 
hours I have been asked by the news 
media if President Bush had his son on 
the front line, and if each and every 
Member of this body and the other 
body had a son or daughter on the front 
line in Saudi Arabia today, would it af
fect their decision? 

I truly believe that it would. But I do 
not believe that the outcome of the 
vote today would be any different. I be
lieve that Members of this body would 
do as I have done. I have listened to the 
testimony, I have listened to the de
bate, I have gone to the Middle East, 
and now I will cast my vote to do what 
I think is right. Not for Pvt. Jerry F. 
Costello, but for this country. 

If you believe that the path of peace 
is with the Solarz resolution, then I re
spect that, and I ask you to vote for 
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Solarz. But if you believe, as I believe, 
that economic sanctions may work, 
then I ask you to support the Hamil
ton-Gephardt resolution. 

0 1140 
Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I have 
listened carefully to the debate on the 
resolutions now before this body. It is 
clear that both the Gephardt and the 
Solarz-Michel resolutions, as well as 
Durbin, recognize the need to evict 
Iraq from Kuwait and to reverse the 
brutal and illegal occupation of Ku
wait. 

The debate today is over the most ef
fective means of achieving the goal of 
gaining freedom for the beleaguered 
nation of Kuwait. 

I am convinced that sanctions alone 
will not result in the withdrawal of 
Iraq from Kuwait and will only result 
in erosion of the strength of the U.N. 
coalition. The tyrant Saddam Hussein 
will be emboldened by what he per
ceives as a lack of will on the part of 
the United States and its United Na
tions allies. Time will only make the 
problem facing the international mili
tary forces more difficult and poten
tially more costly in human life. 

As the President continues working 
for a peaceful solution he needs to be 
armed with the option of using force. 
The record of brutality of Saddam Hus
sein shows clearly that he does not re
spond to rational options. 

As President George Washington 
stated in his first annual address to the 
Congress, ''To be prepared for war is 
one of the most effectual means of pre
serving peace." 

The Solarz-Michel resolution recog
nizes that as President Bush seeks 
peace he must have the support of this 
body and that the President must be 
armed with a credible threat of force. 

The Solarz-Michel resolution man
dates that the President must certify 
to Congress that "the United States 
has used all appropriate diplomatic and 
other peaceful means to obtain compli
ance by Iraq with the United Nations 
Security Council resolutions * * *." In 
addition, the resolution approved by 
the House invokes the War Powers Res
olution. 

Passage of this resolution would 
allow the continuance of sanctions and 
diplomacy while providing the credible 
threat of force. This combination has 
the best chance of achieving a peaceful 
solution. 

This decision is not easy. Having my
self served in the U.S. Navy, I fervently 
resist the idea of war. I hope and pray 
that we can still avoid war. Our images 
of the post-cold-war era do not involve 
fighting. They involve economic pros
perity, the free trade of both products 
and ideas, a renewed emphasis on qual-

ity of life for all people, and equality of 
opportunity. 

And then one man, hungry for the 
power that oil would provide him, and 
seeing himself as the savior of the Arab 
world, clouded our view of the world we 
are trying to build. 

All Americans would prefer that a 
peaceful and diplomatic solution could 
be found to resolve the crisis. I believe 
President Bush has taken every reason
able opportunity in pursuit of a non
violent resolution. To that end, the 
threat of force becomes another mech
anism. 

A decision by Congress and the 
American people to deny the President 
this option would seriously undermine 
his efforts to convince Saddam Hussein 
that the international force arrayed 
against him is serious. Authorizing the 
use of force may be the last means of 
conveying to Iraq that it would be in 
its best interests to pull out of Kuwait. 

This is not a regional conflict. If it 
were, 32 nations would not have con
tributed either men or material, or 
both, to the military force stationed in 
the Persian Gulf. It is an international 
crisis, not because of oil, but because of 
the power that controlling 21 percent 
of the world's oil reserves would bestow 
upon one man who used naked aggres
sion to obtain it. 

Do we reward Saddam Hussein or do 
we stop him? Most people believe that 
if he is not stopped now, he will have to 
be stopped in the future. It is better to 
do it now than to wait for him to 
achieve his goal of a nuclear weapons 
capability. 

Moreover, does waiting longer im
prove the chance of an Iraqi pullout or 
does it strengthen Saddam Hussein's 
position? There are many points of 
view on the effects of economic sanc
tions. CIA Director Webster reports 
that the strength of Iraqi ground forces 
will not be substantially eroded over 
the next 6 to 12 months even if effec
tive sanctions could be maintained. 
Two former hostages who visited my 
office this week reported that food in 
Iraq is plentiful, but that food ship
ments were not being made to Kuwaiti 
residents. Again, they are the victims 
of aggression. 

Regardless of differences of opinion 
on what course should be taken, I hope 
that all Americans will support our 
430,000 soldiers, sailors, and air force 
personnel who are proudly serving 
their country. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GREEN]. 

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. I have reluctantly con
cluded that the Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution would seriously undercut 
U.N. Resolution 678. 

Mr. Speaker, the decision of the congres
sional leadership to wait until 4 days before 

the January 15, 1991, deadline specified in 
U.N. Resolution 678 to have a vote on the 
Persian Gulf situation is troubling, and more
over, threatens to undercut the legitimate and 
well-thought out process that led to U.N. Res
olution 678. 

I do not want to be misunderstood-clearly, 
I do believe it is appropriate for the Congress 
to debate matters of this profound importance. 
However, the time to do that effectively has 
largely passed, and the opportunity to con
sider these issues was ignored. By inserting 
ourselves into the process at this late date, 
our ability to participate in a meaningful way is 
severely limited and could severely cripple the 
recently begun process of providing for collec
tive security through the United Nations. 

U.N. Resolution 678, with its predecessors, 
is the first major effort of the United Nations to 
function on behalf of collective security since 
the end of the cold war. This is our first effort 
to enable the Security Council to function as 
the drafters of the U.N. Charter envisaged, 
whereby the great powers-and particularly 
the United States and the U.S.S.R.-would 
work together through the Security Council to 
ensure the collective security of peoples 
around the world. 

If the Congress now undercuts Resolution 
678, it will likely destroy forever this initiative 
to reconstitute the United Nations as it was 
originally conceived as the vehicle by which 
the nations of the world work together for col
lective security. 

The 101 st Congress, in its waning days, did 
not lack opportunities to affect the process. By 
the time we had adjourned on October 28, 
1990, we had approved a defense authoriza
tion and appropriations bill that provided funds 
for the stationing of troops in the Persian Gulf. 
Since that deployment had been in accord
ance with article 51 of the U.N. Charter and 
U.N. Resolution 665 concerning the naval and 
maritime blockade, our vote plainly endorsed 
that deployment. 

I supported those efforts, joining over 400 of 
my colleagues in approving an additional $978 
million for Persian Gulf related operations on 
September 19, 1990. 

When the House adjourned on October 28, 
1990-well over 2 months ago-our adjourn
ment motion contained a specific provision al
lowing the Speaker of the House and the ma
jority leader of the Senate to call the 101 st 
Congress back into session on 2 days' notice. 
Thus we were not dependent on a Presidential 
call of a special session under article II, sec
tion 3 of the Constitution in order to reconvene 
to consider issues relating to the Persian Gulf; 
we could have been called back at any time 
by our leadership. 

By mid-November, it was clear that Presi
dent Bush was seeking international support 
for a U.N. Security Council resolution to au
thorize the use of force to enforce the pre
vious resolution adopted by the Security 
Council regarding the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. 
The November 19, 1990, New York Times re
ported on Secretary Baker's trip to the 
U.S.S.R., specifying that he was there to se
cure the U.S.S.R.'s support of a U.N. resolu
tion backing a use of force. 

However, this effort by President Bush did 
not bear fruit until November 29, when the Se
curity Council passed U.N. Resolution 678, 
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authorizing the use of force if Iraq failed to 
withdraw from Kuwait by January 15, 1991. 

The administration effort to secure U.N. 
Resolution 678 represented a significant 
change in position from that which the Con
gress had approved in appropriating funds for 
the Persian Gulf effort. It was during that 1 O 
day period between the reports of that new 
position and the enactment of Resolution 678 
that the Congress should have been called 
back into session. This would have been the 
opportunity to consider the issues raised by 
this change of position, if there was any ques
tion of lack of congressional support, or if the 
Congress wished to impose any conditions. 

It would have been appropriate, for exam
ple, to consider the issue of burden sharing, 
since I am not satisfied that all of our allies 
are carrying their share of the burden in this 
effort. Frankly, I had expected a larger com
mitment in dollars and manpower from many 
of our allies. 

By means of a debate and enactment of a 
resolution between November 19 and Novem
ber 29, the position of the Congress could 
have been made clear before Resolution 678 
was considered and before the governments 
of other countries had acted to support us by 
voting for Resolution 678 or by maintaining 
troops or financing operations in the gulf area 
impacted by decisions on Resolution 678. 

However, the fact we face today is that 
Congress did not meet during that period of 
time to consider those very serious issues, 
and all of the governments involved acted in 
reli.ance on Resolution 678. 

Make no mistake about it-a vote of con
gressional support of or opposition to Resolu
tion 678 is dramatically different on January 
11 or 12 from what it would have been on No
vember 23. Our choices now are very lim
ited. If we repudiate the resolution, we hand 
Saddam Hussein a powerful weapon and cast 
serious doubt over the United Nations effort to 
act effectively as an arbiter of international dis
putes. In fact, by waiting until this later hour, 
we have rendered ourselves extraneous to 
any positive policy role, unless we are pre
pared to try to force a change in the position 
taken by the United Nations. 

I know that the leadership of the Congress 
does not wish either to help Saddam Hussein 
or to damage the United Nations; yet, by fail
ing to act at the appropriate time, we face this 
Hobson's choice. 

Supporters of the Hamilton-Gephardt resolu
tion describe it as a "stay the course" resolu
tion. In fact, I heard one of its sponsors, the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] so de
scribe it on ABC's Nightline, and he so de
scribed it a few minutes ago. I think that de
scription would have been true prior to No
vember 29; it is plainly untrue today. Since 
November 29, the course on which we have 
been placed is that set forth in U.N. Resolu
tion 678, under which January 15 is the dead
line for Iraq's compliance and use of force is 
authorized to achieve compliance. 

I have other problems with the Gephardt
Hamilton approach. Though I am very skep
tical of the efficacy of sanctions, let us assume 
that they can work in a year or two. That still 
leaves the question: Can President Bush hold 
together the fragile and diverse coalition 
arrayed against Iraq for as long as it will take 

sanctions to work? I am very doubtful that he 
can. But even if he can, can we afford to pay 
the price that will be necessary to do so? How 
long do we remain silent about the Baltic 
States? What if European nations that were 
only too happy to sell Iraq the makings of its 
chemical and nuclear weapons industries start 
using the Persian Gulf situation as a lever in 
our trade talks with them? 

When one considers questions like those, 
the superficial attractiveness of the Gephardt
Hamilton proposal rapidly fades. I urge a vote 
against it. 

As I have stated, if the Congress did not 
wish to embark on the course called for by 
U.N. Resolution 678, then Speaker FOLEY and 
Senator MITCHELL should have reconvened us 
prior to November 29. To change course now 
can only persuade Saddam Hussein of our ir
resolution and increase the probability that 
force will ultimately have to be used if we truly 
insist that Iraq get out of Kuwait. For that rea
son, I shall cast my vote in support of the So
larz-Michel resolution and the positions con
tained in Resolution 678, and oppose efforts 
to undercut the United Nations, the President, 
and those nations who have, in good faith, 
acted to support us. 

I do so most solemnly. I understand that 
any war in the Persian Gulf will involve casual
ties. I do not view those casualties with equa
nimity. But let us hope that, at the very least, 
this unhappy situation can be the start of a 
process by which we develop a workable sys
tem for collective security backed by the 
world's major powers. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. LEACH]. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, at issue 
today is whether this Congress favors a 
policy of peacekeeping or keeping an 
unprincipled peace. 

Sanctifying the status quo in the 
gulf, as the Hamilton-Gephardt ap
proach so flaccidly does, grants time 
and solace for a tyrannical satrap to 
fortify his sand redoubt in Kuwait, to 
perfect with hideous science his bio
chemical and nuclear weapons capac
ity, and to continue to exhort, without 
compunction or conscience, murderous 
miscreants around the world to 
replicable acts of terrorism. 

Sanctifying the status quo drives a 
stake into the heart of international 
law, for it renders hapless the collec
tiye security system that Woodrow 
Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt worked 
so assiduously to create, and American 
soldiers in the great wars of this cen
tury fought so courageously to make 
possible. 

When human beings are allowed to be 
raped as an instrument of state policy, 
when innocent citizens are executed at 
an epidemic rate, when a country is 
not only being systematically pillaged, 
but a culture eviscerated, moral people 
have an obligation to do more than 
simply wring their hands and suggest 
that resolve be diluted by the sands of 
time. 

The Hamilton-Gephardt approach is a 
nonbinding copout. It leaves a fragile 

world order increasingly vulnerable to 
aggression and thus war. 

The President's collective security 
approach, on the other hand, gives 
hope that an international order will 
be established based on the precept 
that aggression will not be rewarded, 
that peacekeeping is peacemaking, 
that potentates, whether petty or 
mighty, who through naked aggression 
attempt to take the world hostage will 
be held accountable to the rule of law. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Washington, [Mr. CHAN
DLER]. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, I 
think we need to keep clear in mind 
the choice we face today. Under 
Michel-Solarz we authorize the Presi
dent of the United States to use force 
in the Persian Gulf to enforce the U .N. 
resolutions and bring about a with
drawal from Kuwait by Iraq. Or we 
adopt the Gephardt-Hamilton resolu
tion and deny the use of force, require 
extension of sanctions with no time 
limit, and add to the end of that a con
gressional approval requirement for 
any future use of force. 

Unfortunately, Michel-Solarz has 
been characterized today as a declara
tion of war, one which gives up on di
plomacy. Let me point out within the 
language itself of Michel-Solarz there 
is a requirement for every last single 
effort to bring about a final-hour diplo
matic solution. The President would be 
required to report to this Speaker and 
to the majority leader of the Senate 
that he has, and I quote from the reso
lution, 

* * * used all appropriate diplomatic and 
other peaceful means to obtain compliance 
by Iraq with the United Nations Security 
Council's resolutions (cited in the subsection 
above), and that those efforts have not been 
and would not be successful in obtaining 
such compliance. 

The U .N. Secretary General, Perez de 
Cuellar, is advancing a peace plan 
today. President Bush and Secretary of 
State Baker have made it clear that 
they are open to any reasonable, peace
ful diplomatic solution. President Mi
khail Gorbachev has offered his assist
ance, and the President, by the lan
guage of the Michel-Solarz resolution, 
is required to use diplomacy. 

I do not know about you, but I have 
had a lot of trouble sleeping the last 
couple of nights. I think that is the 
case with all of us. But what I would 
suggest you do is look at the face of 
the President of the United States. 
That face is drawn, it is lined, it is the 
face of a man under tremendous strain, 
a man carrying an agonizing burden. 

President Bush is not a gunslinger. 
He is not a Rambo, and he does not 
want war. But regrettably, I have con
cluded that he needs the authority to 
wage war in order to make diplomacy 
work. 
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If there are no consequences for the 

failure of diplomacy, diplomacy has no 
chance to succeed with a man like Sad
dam Hussein. I urge the defeat of the 
Gephardt-Hamilton resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN
GEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of Hamilton-Gephardt that will 
give the opportunity for sanctions to 
work in the Persian Gulf, and against a 
declaration of war that has been ex
pressed in the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MARKEY]. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
lution. 

As I've talked to my constituents over the 
last few weeks about what to do in the Per
sian Gulf, I think a lot about my boyhood 
friend John Waden. 

John Waden grew up five doors down the 
block from my home in Malden. In 1966, he 
came back from Vietnam in a body bag. I had 
looked up to John Waden, but at his wake I 
looked down at his closed casket and won
dered why he had died. As I went from adult 
to adult, I searched for an answer. No one 
could explain to me what the war in Vietnam 
was all about. I swore then that if I were ever 
in any position of power, I would do everything 
I could to assure that before any young per
sons were asked to lay down his or her life for 
our country, we would be able to explain to 
that young person's friends and family the rea
sons why. 

So far, I haven't heard any explanations that 
would satisfy the loved ones of the new gen
eration of John Wadens who now stand 
poised to fight in the Persian Gulf. Some say 
that Saddam Hussein is a Hitler who must be 
stopped; that if we don't use force to drive Iraq 
from Kuwait, we will only whet Saddam's ap
petite for further aggression, much as Neville 
Chamberlain's appeasement at Munich en
couraged further Nazi aggression. 

As my mother often says, if you don't start 
out working smarter, you'll end up working 
harder. If one drop of American blood is 
spilled in the sands of Saudi Arabia this win
ter, it will be because for the last decade 
America has not worked smarter. This failure 
can be directly traced to four public policy fail
ures by the Reagan and Bush administrations 
that, taken together, have established the con
ditions for U.S. military involvement in the Per
sian Gulf crisis. 

First, energy policy. In 1980, the Reagan
Bush campaign called for the elimination of 
the Department of Energy. To make good on 
this campaign promise, President Reagan 8Jr 
pointed a dentist named James Edwards as 
Secretary of Energy. Edwards testified before 
Congress that he intended to shut down the 
Department so he could "be back in South 
Carolina for hunting or fishing in April or May." 
When questioned on how he could possibly be 
serious about such a timetabl~et alone the 
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wisdom of such a move-Edwards joked "the 
fishing is good in June or July as well." 

A "Gone Fishin'" sign has hung on the door 
of the Reagan-Bush energy policy ever 
since-automobile fuel economy standards 
rolled back, appliance and building efficiency 
standards gutted, energy conservation re
search slashed, alternative energy research 
cut. The Department of Energy, which, in 
1980, had earmarked more than two-thirds of 
its total budget for civilian energy programs 
and one-third for nuclear weapons, was by the 
end of the decade spending two-thirds of its 
funds on nuclear weapons and only one-third 
on civilian energy programs. Ten years later 
the United States still has no long-term energy 
independence strategy, and U.S. oil imports 
have soared from 34 to over 50 percent of 
total consumption, thereby immersing us ever 
deeper in the insanity of Middle Eastern poli
tics. 

Second, nuclear proliferation. During the 
1980 campaign Ronald Reagan claimed that 
nuclear proliferation was not "any of our busi
ness." Once in office the Reagan-Bush admin
istration cut back on enforcement of United 
States nuclear nonproliferation laws, allowing 
Iraq to obtain access to sensitive technologies 
used in its nuclear weapons program. More
over, the administration sat on the sidelines as 
Iraq manipulated oil exports to blackmail Euro
pean countries into supplying it with nuclear 
technology and assistance that it could use to 
build the bomb. Ironically, the Bush adminis
tration now warns of Saddam Hussein's nu
clear ambitions, but when Israel launched an 
air strike against Iraq's Osirak nuclear power
plant in 1981 , to halt Saddam's drive to ac
quire nuclear explosives, the Reagan-Bush 
administration sharply criticized Israel's coura
geous action. During the several months fol
lowing the raid, the United States actually 
worked with Iraq on various U.N. resolutions 
condemning Israel. 

Third, chemical weapons. In 1983, Saddam 
Hussein began using chemical weapons 
against Iranian troops and in 1988, he used 
nerve gas against the Kurdish minority in Iraq. 
The Reagan-Bush administration turned a 
blind eye toward Iraqi use of chemical weap
ons and in 1988 it successfully opposed con
gressional efforts to impose sanctions against 
Iraq for its use of such weapons. During this 
same period, America's moral stance against 
the use of chemical weapons was undercut by 
the Reagan administration's efforts to break a 
longstanding U.S. moratorium on production of 
lethal nerve gas-including then Vice Presi
dent George Bush's three tie-breaking votes in 
the U.S. Senate in favor of new chemical 
weapons production. 

Fourth, the tilt toward Iraq. In 1980, Saddam 
Hussein invaded Iran. Instead of condemning 
this act of "naked Iraqi aggression," the 
Reagan-Bush administration tilted toward 
Baghdad, and in 1982, it removed Iraq from 
the list of terrorist nations-thereby clearing 
the way for providing Iraq with agricultural 
credits. By 1984, the United States restored 
full diplomatic relations with Iraq and shortly 
thereafter it reportedly began providing Sad
dam with covert intelligence support, including 
satellite photographs of Iranian military forma
tions. 

By July 1990, Congress was pressing to 
end the pro-Iraqi tilt of United States foreign 
policy, adopting measures that would cut off 
agricultural credits to Iraq until it complied with 
international agreements on human rights and 
weapons nonproliferation. In response, the 
State Department issued a statement oppos
ing this legislation, saying that "measures now 
under consideration would not help us achieve 
United States goals with Iraq." 

Incredibly, when Iraq escalated its war of 
words with Kuwait over oil production in
creases last July and began threatening war, 
State Department officials testified before Con
gress that the United States was unlikely to 
respond sharply to an Iraqi military action, not
ing that the United States had "no defense 
treaty relationship with any gulf country" and 
that "we have historically avoided taking a po
sition on border disputes or internal OPEC de
liberations." The State Department also in
structed the United States Ambassador to 
Baghdad, April Glaspie, to tell Saddam Hus
sein that "we have no opinion on the Aratr 
Arab conflicts, like your border disagreement 
with Kuwait." 

Given this sorry record, is it any wonder that 
we are today facing a Saddam Hussein armed 
with chemical weapons and ballistic missiles 
and on the verge of acquiring nuclear explo
sives within the next decade? Will we now 
compound these previous blunders by plung
ing America head long into a costly military 
confrontation with Iraq? 

There is an alternative to war. It has four 
parts. 

First, instead of launching a bloody offen
sive war, we should maintain a multinational 
military force in Saudi Arabia to contain Sad
dam Hussein and deter any further Iraqi ag
gression. A policy of containment and deter
rence won the cold war against the Soviet 
Union; it can certainly lead to a successful 
resolution of the gulf crisis. Remarkably, with 
the end of the cold war, both the United 
States and the Soviet Union stand united in 
opposition to Saddam Hussein's invasion of 
Kuwait, making it possible for the entire world 
community to join in demanding an Iraqi with
drawal. Now we need to give this unprece
dented exercise in international cooperation 
more time to drive Iraq out of Kuwait. 

But we must also demand that all partici
pants in the coalition arrayed against Iraq bear 
their fair share of the burden on containment 
and deterrence. Our European and Japanese 
allies, who are heavily dependent on imported 
gulf oil, should increase their contributions to 
the multinational military force in the gulf. At 
the same time, we should expect greater Arab 
support for the joint effort. The Saudis, for ex
ample, are realizing a windfall profit of up to 
$150 million a day from increases in the price 
of oil since the onset of the gulf crisis. They 
should be asked to use all of !heir windfall 
profits to help defray the costs of Operation 
Desert Shield. 

Second, we shoWd give the eoonomic sanc
tions time to work. Those who argue that 
sanctions alone wHI not force Saddam from 
Kuwait are mistaken. Iraq invaded Kuwait for 
economic reasons, desiring access to Kuwait's 
rich oil reserves and wanting to shed the bur
den of the huge war debt it owed Kuwait for 
financing Saddam's war against Iran. The iraqi 
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economy is already thirsting from the loss of 
$1.5 billion in foreign exchange earnings every 
month-the equivalent by itself to more than a 
third of Iraq's total national product-and the 
sanctions are expected to lead to a 48-percent 
decline in Iraq's gross national product over 
the next 1 to 2 years, effectively choking 
Saddam's economy to death. Sanctions will 
also weaken Iraq's military capabilities by de
nying Saddam access to military equipment 
and spare parts for the Mig fighters, tanks, 
and other military hardware Iraq purchased 
from the Soviets before the invasion. 

Third, America must take steps to reduce 
our overdependence on gulf oil. This over
dependence threatens to interfere with our 
ability to advance other important American in
terests in this region, such as promoting a 
Middle East peace agreement which assures 
the security of Israel. It's time to take the 
"gone fishing" sign off the Department of En
ergy and forge a national energy policy capa
ble of achieving energy independence. Such a 
policy must focus on improving energy effi
ciency and conservation, expanding Federal 
incentives for renewable energy production, 
expanding weatherization assistance, and pro
moting reliable and environmentally respon
sible energy sources. 

Fourth, we must reverse the legacy of the 
past decade and become a principled world 
leader in opposing the spread of nuclear 
weapons. We should press for a more effec
tive multilateral nuclear nonproliferation regime 
that serves as a technological stranglehold on 
the spread of nuclear explosives to countries 
such as Iraq, Iran, Pakistan, Libya, and North 
Korea. This regime should include tougher 
international safeguards against diversion of 
nuclear materials and technologies, stricter in
spection and verification procedures, bars on 
all nuclear-related exports to nonweapons 
states that refuse to accept international safe
guards, a phase-out of all exports of highly en
riched uranium, and harsh penalties for those 
countries which continue to engage in reckless 
proliferation policies. 

Two weeks ago, at a town meeting I held in 
Billerica, a woman stood up before the micro
phone and told me how she lived each day in 
fear that America would soon be in a war and 
her son might come home in pieces. Cradling 
in her arms a picture of her boy as she 
choked back her emotions, she said: 

"If my son had to go to war with people 
coming after us in our country, I'd be right 
there * * *. I'm a very American person, I'd 
be right there along with all my family. But 
this I don't understand. I'd like to have it ex
plained why exactly they're over there. 

We owe it to the soldiers and their families 
to pursue alternatives to war. If we do so, we 
will not need to search for explanations to 
make to the mother in Billerica, or to any of 
the families and friends of this generation of 
John Wadens. No caskets will be filled that 
cannot be justified. America will have worked 
smarter, our Nation and its economy will be 
stronger, and as a result, the young men and 
women now deployed in the deserts of Saudi 
Arabia will not have to fight and die harder. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2112 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I come 
here today with the full understanding 
of how grave this situation is for our 
Nation. I have withheld statements to 
the press and avoided discussions of my 
positions based on hypothetical cir
cumstances because I believe in the 
principle of pursuing diplomatic solu
tions as long as peace is within our 
grasp. I felt that more rhetoric, while 
our Secretary of State and our Presi
dent worked within the framework of 
diplomacy to achieve a solution with
out war, did not serve our Nation well; 
and I have supported our President in 
his management of this political ag-
gression in the Persian Gulf. -

But I will not transfer my respon
sibility as a member of the U.S. Con
gress to the President in making the 
decision on whether or not this Nation 
engages in war against another nation. 
When the time comes to declare war, I 
will not hide behind some resolution 
absolving me of my constitutional re
sponsibility. 

But in my mind, that time-the time 
to declare war-has not yet come. 
When the time does come, a straight 
declaration of war resolution should be 
brought to this Congress for debate, 
not some resolution delegating to the 
President that sole responsibility. 

There is no legislation, nor any prop
osi tion, that should be more closely ex
amined and debated than one which au
thorizes war. It may be a difficult po
litical vote when we decide to impose a 
new or higher tax on our people. But if 
we are wrong, life, nevertheless, goes 
on. In is not the end of the world. 
Where, however, the issue is war, life 
will not go on for many young men and 
women; and it will be the end of the 
world for them. Therefore, it is critical 
that we debate this with the full 
knowledge and understanding of what 
we are doing. 

Liberty and freedom are worth fight
ing for. They are worth dying for. But 
war must be the very last resort. 

Yes, Iraq has invaded and conquered 
Kuwait. Yes, the Iraqi military threat
ens Saudi Arabia, and only holds back 
because of the counterthreat of United 
States forces standing guard. Yes, the 
Iraqi leader is irrational and ruthless. 
But have we exhausted all means to 
turn away this aggression short of war? 

For all of recorded history, the Mid
dle East and the Persian Gulf have 
been the site of conflict and turmoil. It 
is not easy for us to fully understand 
the thinking of these people whose 
lives and history have been forever 
plagued with violence. We never fully 
understand the alliances which criss
cross the boundaries of the various na
tions of this part of the world. We 
grope for understanding. 

In total frustration, we are now 
ready to involve hundreds of thousands 
of our finest young men and women in 
a ground war in this troubled part of 
the world. But beyond that, we are now 

committing billions of dollars in the 
future into the Middle East. There will 
be no end to this dollar drain. 

Henry Clay. who served in the House, 
the Senate, and as our Secretary of 
State, addressed the House of Rep
resentatives on the issue of war on 
March 24, 1818. The words of Henry 
Clay 173 years ago apply here today. In 
his speech, Clay said: 

It is not every cause of war that should 
lead to war. War is one of those dreadful 
scourges, that so shakes the foundation of 
society, interrupts or destroys the pursuits 
of private happiness, brings, in short, misery 
and wretchedness in so many forms, and at 
last is, in its issue, so doubtful and hazard
ous that nothing but dire necessity can jus
tify an appeal to arms. 

Are we and the American people 
ready for the misery and wretchedness 
of war? 

I do not believe that time has yet 
come for the misery and wretchedness 
of war. I do not believe that the time 
has come to lay the lives of American 
men and women on the desert sands 
nor plunge them into the Persian Gulf 
waters. 

For now, I favor continuing the sanc
tions for a time. But then in the event 
no avenue is left us but war, I will be 
here to cast my vote and to bear the 
burdens of the consequences of it. I am 
not quick to war, but I will be commit
ted to it when it is a necessity. 

In the heat of this debate, we should 
remember the words of former Presi
dent Herbert Hoover: 

Older men declare war. But it is youth that 
must fight and die. And it is youth who must 
inherit the tribulation, the sorrow and the 
triumphs that are the aftermath of war. 

Now is not the time to rush into ab
dicating our constitutional responsibil
ity for a few fleeting moments of polit
ical popularity. The effect of our deci
sion here on this issue will last much 
longer than the 30 second sound bite 
and will be remembered far longer than 
what the political expedience of the 
moment was. 

I am not yet convinced that war is 
the only avenue. I am not yet con
vinced, if war should be the only an
swer, that our allies are ready to fully 
participate with us in this endeavor. 
Surely we want that answer before we 
declare war. 

I have heard your arguments that 
sanctions and diplomacy will not work. 
You may be right. But let us not yet 
give up on that possibility. 

0 1150 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
HUBBARD]. 

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to the Gephardt
Hamilton resolution. If adopted, this 
measure will severely undermine 
America's credibility with its allies. 

Now is the time for those of us in 
Congress to support President George 
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Bush, a man who was elected Chief Ex
ecutive by carrying 49 out of the 50 
States in 1988. 

Finally, I urge my colleagues to sup
port the brave men and women who are 
presently or who soon will be serving 
in the Persian Gulf region. Support the 
Solarz-Michel resolution and vote no 
on Gephardt-Hamilton. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
BYRON]. 

Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, my re
marks are for the support of the Amer
ican men and women we have called on 
to defend this Nation's principles in 
the Gulf. We have no alternative but to 
support the Solarz resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, today marks a unique day not 
only in American history but in world history. 
Today the eyes of the world are focussed on 
Congress, the capital of the free world and the 
beacon of hope for oppressed people world
wide. Today, my colleagues and I must make 
a very personal decision: a decision which will 
set the course for American foreign policy. In 
making this decision, I am compelled to con
sider four factors: the nature of our adversary, 
the best course of action for America to take 
today, public opinion, and the message Con
gress will send to the world. 

I do not know how many Americans truly 
understand Saddam Hussein's background, 
his character, his goals, or his logic. He is sin
gle-minded in his purpose, ruthless in his ac
tions, and shrewd in determining what course 
of action will best further his goals. His ulti
mate goal, gaining power by which he can 
unite the Arab world, is all that matters. He 
does not recognize people as Americans, 
Egyptians, Iranians: only friends to his cause 
or enemies to his cause, Arabs or infidels. He 
has 1 million men under arms. After 8 years 
of war and an economy unable to support 
them, where do we expect them to go? Sad
dam Hussein's nature can lead me to only one 
conclusion: he will continue to use force in the 
Mure when he sees an opportunity to further 
his goals. He must be stopped. 

The question then becomes "when do we 
stop him?" Now or later? Which option must 
I, today, make to ensure that Saddam Hussein 
leaves Kuwait and does not further threaten 
America's and the world's interests. My deci
sion is not about whether I believe we should 
be there to the extent that we are; the Presi
dent as Commander in Chief has chosen a 
course of action and the time for that debate 
has passed. My options are clear: stay the 
course with sanctions and wait a little longer 
before authorizing force, or authorize the use 
of force in conjunction with the U.N. resolu
tions. Experts can argue about the effective
ness of sanctions, but I cannot find any indica
tion that staying the course and delaying mili
tary options will achieve our goals. A vote to 
stay the course is a vote of hope: hope that 
a dictator who continues to threaten the entire 
world will back down. Had I any assurances 
that this would occur, I would not hesitate to 
vote accordingly. Unfortunately, I have no 
such assurances that Saddam Hussein will 
back down if we delay military options. My col
leagues who urge further patience do so 

nobly, with the understanding that war should 
only be a last resort. I, too, agree that war 
should only be a last resort. A vote to author
ize force is also a vote of hope, though; hope 
that Saddam Hussein will back down when he 
sees our resolve and willingness to forcefully 
deny him what he truly treasures. By voting for 
an authorization of force, I believe I will be 
best advancing the cause of peace. 

In making this decision, I have listened 
carefully to my constituents. By a 2-to-1 mar
gin they say they oppose war. No one wants 
war. I am struck by Secretary of State Baker's 
comments following his talks with Iraq's For
eign Minister. He stated: 

Don't miscalculate the resolve of the 
American people, who are very slow to 
anger, but who believe strongly in principle 
and who believe that we should not reward 
aggression * * *. 

In support of this statement, I am compelled 
to look back in this Nation's history only 50 
years. In February 1941, Hitler had conquered 
the European continent and was looking to-· 
ward Britain. FDR looked for Congress to pass 
the Lend Lease Act and thereby end Ameri
ca's declared neutrality. Congress hotly de
bated lend lease for 2 months; interventionists 
arguing for action and isolationists urging inac
tion. Congress and the people were divided on 
our intervention abroad yet united in our prin
ciple against tyranny. When my father-in-law, 
only 19 days before his death in a plane 
crash, voted in favor of the Lend Lease Act, 
passing by 260 to 165 on February 8, 1941 , 
this Nation set itself on a course toward war. 
The fait accompli came on December 8, 1941 
when my mother-in-law, then a new Member 
of this body, voted with 387 of her colleagues 
to declare war on Japan. Americans know 
what we can accomplish when we are united, 
and Americans know what our limits are when 
we are divided. I cannot help but believe that 
while Americans want peace in the Persian 
Gulf today, we are willing to confront Saddam 
Hussein with all available resources in the 
end. At this point in time, with over 400,000 
American troops in the Persian Gulf, I cannot 
vote for buying time. War is not inevitable yet, 
but our moment of decision has come. We 
must make our principles known today, before 
war begins, or we will be forced to defend our 
principles by force at a later date and a great
er cost. 

Today, with the world watching, Congress, 
as the voice of the American people, will send 
a message. This message should be one of 
support for our President and strength in our 
resolve. This message will reach the entire 
world, but is really meant for two entities. The 
first is for Saddam Hussein: you will not be 
able to string out this crisis in hopes of divid
ing American public opinion. If you are really 
interested in peace, if you want to survive, you 
will obey the 12 United Nations resolutions. 
The second entity Congress will reach with 
our message is the American force in the gulf. 
Our sons and daughters, husbands and wives, 
mothers and fathers serving in· the gulf are 
looking to the Congress for support and assur
ance: assurance that Americans will support 
their efforts, and assurance that if they enter 
combat, they will be given all means at their 
disposal to accomplish the Commander in 
Chiefs military and political objectives as 

quickly as possible and with as few casualties 
as possible. 

History will be the ultimate judge of today's 
decision. My colleagues and I are making the 
monumental judgement of our lives. There is 
none among us who can predict the future. My 
vote is a vote to give the President and the 
world community the support they need to re
solve this situation peacefully, and only as a 
last resort, the power they need to resolve this 
crisis decisively by force. I hope and pray that 
congressional action today, whichever mes
sage we send, will result in peace tomorrow. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
HUGHES]. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. This is a time to support the 
President, to support U.N. Resolution 
678, not repudiate it. Leadership re
quires us to stand firm. We do not do 
that by supporting Gephardt-Hamilton. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MCCURDY]. 

Mr. MCCURDY. Mr. Speaker and my 
colleagues, the goal in the Persian Gulf 
should be, and must be, a political so
lution. Economic sanctions and mili
tary force are only tools to get there. 

There are those who choose to wait 
to see if a clearer political solution in 
the conflict arises. I can respect that 
position. There are those who argue 
against the establishment of a January 
15 deadline, but, my colleagues, on two 
different occasions when I was in the 
gulf, I saw that a deadline gave hope to 
our men and women in uniform that 
this conflict, this stalemate will not go 
on indefinitely. 

What institution better understands 
the need for deadlines to break 
gridlock and to force concessions than 
the Congress of the United States? 

Some have complained that the sanc
tions in the United Nations were engi
neered by President Bush. That may 
be. But we Democrats should rejoice 
that a President, a Republican Presi
dent, heeded our advice and used the 
United Nations and formed an inter
national coalition instead of unilater
ally rushing to force. 

My good friend and respected col
league, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HAMILTON], and my dear friend, 
the majority leader, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], urge 
that we adopt the stay-the-course reso
lution and give sanctions a chance, to 
give peace a chance. I want to see a 
successful, peaceful outcome in the 
gulf that addresses the long-term 
threat in the region. 

The goal of sanctions is political. It 
is political; it is not economic. The key 
is what influences Saddam Hussein, be
cause he is the only one who counts in 
making decisions in Iraq. Look at his 
inner circle. In the intelligence com
mittee we have had briefings. The ques-
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tion is not of objective advice. The 
question is simply loyalty. 

Of the five key people in his inner 
circle, his ministers, they include his 
son-in-law, two half brothers, and his 
cousin. 

There is no evidence that sanctions
although they are biting deeply into 
the economy, whether it is imports, ex
ports, or his cash flow-have had an ef
fect or impact on Iraq's military or the 
psychology of Saddam Hussein. 

Judge Webster said that the marginal 
military decline would be offset by the 
simultaneous improvement of his de
fensive fortifications. Most ammuni
tion and the ability to wage war with 
his ground forces, which is his 
strength, can be produced domestically 
and will be taxed only in time of mili
tary action. 

But more importantly, I was taken 
by the testimony in the Committee on 
Armed Services of a psychiatrist who 
helped form a psychological profile of 
Saddam the person. I wish I now had 
the time to detail and quote it, but I 
cannot, but let me quote just a few pro
visions. 

It said, "It is this political personal
ity, this constellation of messianic am
bition for unlimited power, the absence 
of conscience, the unconstrained ag
gression and a paranoid outlook which 
makes Saddam so dangerous. However, 
he is not impulsive. He only acts after 
judicious consideration and can be ex
tremely patient." And for those who 
argue sanctions, "Indeed he uses time 
as a weapon." 

Mr. Speaker, "He is willing to re
verse course, but only if his power and 
reputation are threatened." And I fur
ther quote, "The only language Sad
dam understands is the language of 
power. Without this demonstrable," 
and this is a quote, "Without this de
monstrable willingness to use force 
even if the sanctions are biting deeply, 
Saddam is quite capable of putting his 
population through a sustained period 
of hardship as he has in the past." And, 
lastly, "It is a certainty that he will 
return at a later date stronger than 
ever unless firm measures are taken to 
contain him." 

My colleagues, I pray for a success
ful, peaceful outcome in this region. I 
believe that war should be undertaken 
only as a last resort, but I also believe 
that because of the complex and dan
gerous personality that we are con
fronting that only by authorizing the 
President, the executive, the President 
of the United States to employ force, if 
necessary, with our allies will this out
come occur. 

I urge the support of the Solarz reso-
1 u tion. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PEASE]. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
the Gephardt-Hamilton resolution and in oppo
sition to the Solarz-Michel resolution. 

Both resolutions have the same goal-to 
achieve the withdrawal of Iraq from Kuwait. 

But there is an essential difference between 
the two resolutions. The Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution seeks to achieve the goal through 
continued reliance on economic sanctions 
against Iraq, not on war. The Solarz-Michel 
resolution assumes that economic sanctions 
won't work and would rely on force to remove 
Iraq from Kuwait. 

The basic choice we make today is between 
economic sanctions and war. 

Mr. Speaker, I choose sanctions. 
I choose sanctions because American lives 

are at stake. War with Iraq will mean the loss 
of life for thousands, perhaps tens of thou
sands, of young American men and women. It 
will mean not only body bags but thousands of 
other young people coming home on stretch
ers. Such carnage may ultimately be unavoid
able, but we ought first to give economic sanc
tions every opportunity to work. 

I choose sanctions because a United States 
attack on Iraq risks opening a veritable pan
dora's box of uncertain consequences. Cer
tainly there is the risk of death and destruction 
in Israel, which Iraq says it will attack if the 
United States initiates offensive action against 
Iraq. There is the risk that a United States-Iraq 
conflict would be transformed into a war pitting 
Israel and its ally the United States against the 
Arab world. Such a division would put the cur
rent leadership of Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and 
Jordan into an impossible position and would 
risk radical revolutions and dangerous long
term instability in the Middle East. If United 
States forces destroy Saddam Hussein's re
gime, the resulting power vacuum will likely be 
filled by Syria and/or Iran, both of them outlaw 
nations. Ultimately, Mr. Speaker, it may be 
necessary to run those risks, but it should not 
be until we have given economic sanctions a 
real chance. 

I choose sanctions because the cost of war 
against Iraq will be borne overwhelmingly by 
American taxpayers; only a fraction of the cost 
will be borne by others who have far more at 
stake. The cost will be $30 billion this year 
even if there is no war; if war starts, the cost 
to American taxpayers will be from $1 to $2 
billion for each and every day of the war-this 
at a time when the U.S. fiscal deficit for next 
year is already estimated at $350 billion or 
more. Serious, critical social needs will go 
unmet. To 37 million Americans who have no 
health insurance whatsoever, we will be say
ing that their government can find tens of bil
lions of dollars to wage war but not a dime for 
a new health insurance initiative. 

I choose sanctions, Mr. Speaker, because 
of the political turmoil which war will cause in 
the United States. President Bush has not 
made a convincing case to the American peo
ple that armed force against Iraq is justified. 
Americans will not support war and its con
comitant loss of life in order to preserve oil 
flows or to restore the undemocratic Govern
ment of Kuwait. In particular, college students 
across the land-those at risk from the re
sumption of the military draft which a pro
longed conflict would require-will turn their 
campuses into boiling cauldrons of dissent. 

Mr. Speaker, I choose sanctions because 
their successful implementation would estab
lish a realistic, believable precedent for future 

situations in which nations try to forcibly annex 
the territory of their neighbors. To few other 
places around the world is the United States 
likely to dispatch 400,000 troops. There is no 
credible precedent here. On the other hand, 
the United States and the United Nations can 
impose economic sanctions if future acts of 
aggression occur. The community of nations 
can-as it currently is doing in the Persian 
Gulf-deny to an aggressor the fruits of his 
aggression. Economic sanctions are a prece
dent worth establishing. 

Mr. Speaker, I choose sanctions because 
that course has the greatest chance for suc
cess at the lowest cost. 

Those who support the Solarz-Michel reso
lution are taking a high stakes gamble. They 
gamble that congressional support for Presi
dent Bush will help convince Saddam Hussein 
to withdraw from Kuwait, thus avoiding war. 

But if that gamble fails, war will ensure with 
tragic loss of human life, costs in the tens of 
billions of dollars, and great political instability 
in the Middle East and within the United 
States. 

Those of us who support the Gephardt
Hamilton resolution are gambling too. We are 
gambling that sanctions, over time, will force 
Iraq out of Kuwait. 

If our gamble fails, we will be, a year from 
now, essentially where we are today, with no 
loss of life for thousands of American young 
people; no huge escalation of cost to the 
American taxpayers; no political turmoil in the 
Middle East or the United States; and no ben
efit to Iraq of its aggression. 

And we will still have, at that time, the mili
tary option. 

Mr. Speaker, to me, the right choice of ac
tion is absolutely clear. I urge support for the 
sanctions option and opposition to the war oi:r 
tion. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
MFUME]. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, I rise this 
morning in total support of the Gep
hard t-Hamil ton resolution and in total 
opposition to the declaration of war 
implicit and inherent in the intent of 
the Solarz-Michel resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express my 
open and absolute oppositon to war in the 
Persian Gulf. My fear against going to war in 
the Persian Gulf is not due to the fact that 
America and our allies can not win in battle, 
but because our objectives and policies in this 
region have been inconsistent. 

I am not comfortable with the stated objec
tives of why we are so ready to use force to 
dislodge Saddam Hussein from Kuwait. In Au
gust-when it appeared that Iraq was poised 
to attack Saudi Arabia's oil fields and hold for
eign hostages at strategic locations-I con
curred with the President's action to create an 
international force to defend the Saudi's oil 
fields and impose economic sanctions against 
Iraq. 

Later, President Bush upped the ante with 
his steadfast promotion of the military option 
before we could determine whether sanctions 
and other international initiatives had a chance 
to take root. Additionally, President Bush 
began to talk about the need to stop Hussein's 
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naked aggression and that he must leave Ku
wait. For me, this is one of the most profound 
and bewildering turn of events of the entire cri
sis. 

Why are we going to authorize the use of 
force and the death of thousands of American 
soldiers to dislodge Hussein from Kuwait and 
reinstall the Kuwaiti emir. Kuwait by no means 
represented Jeffersonian democracy. Many of 
the administration's past objectives and policy 
positions defended democracy and freedom. 
Where were these governing principles in Ku
wait prior to August? 

Equally, the Iraqi's informed Ambassador 
April Glaspie that they intended to invade Ku
wait in July and Ambassador Glaspie's re
sponse was that we don't get involved in such 
Arab affairs and that we do not have a de
fense treaty with Kuwait. Mr. Speaker, in part, 
we are responsible for creating the Leviathan 
that challenges us now. Were we as con
cerned about Iraq's buildup when they were 
keeping Iran at bay? Of course not. Were we 
as concerned when Hussein and other Middle 
Eastern countries escalated their acquisition of 
arms? Of course not. 

The international stance against Saddam 
Hussein is not truly as united as the President 
would like us to believe. The major league 
participants in this conflict are plainly the Unit
ed States and Iraq. Unfortunately, the first and 
the last soldiers to die will probably be wear
ing American uniforms. 

Now we are considering whether to give the 
President the authority to use force to dislodge 
Saddam Hussein from Kuwait, or to work for 
a peaceful negotiated resolution to the crisis in 
the Persian Gulf. I favor exploring our diplo
matic options prior to playing our military op
tion. 

I fear that the Michel-Solarz resolution will 
give President Bush tacit approval to launch a 
military offensive against Saddam Hussein's 
forces in Kuwait and set off a very bloody 
desert war. Mr. Speaker, make no doubt about 
it, a vote for the resolution before us is a vote 
for war. Anyone who attempts to argue the op
posite is lying to themselves and to the Amer
ican people. 

I have heard many of our colleagues on the 
floor and in the media discuss the fact that we 
need to send a message to Saddam Hussein 
that his naked aggression will not be tolerated. 
I take this opportunity to send a message to 
the parents and loved ones of those soldiers 
participating in Operation Desert Shield. My 
message is that my conscience cannot rest 
knowing that your family members are being 
placed into a conflict that has yet to be clearly 
defined by the President to anyone. 

Mr. Speaker, let us not rush head first into 
chaos and uncertainty. Let us instead seek 
ways to leverage Iraq from Kuwait and further 
tighten the screws via international sanctions 
and continued isolation against Baghdad. 

The Gephardt-Hamilton resolution is the 
most progressive and promising chance we 
have to avert war in the Persian Gulf. Gep
hardt-Hamilton advocates continued sanctions 
and enforcement of the U.N. economic embar
go. CIA Director William Webster said that 
sanctions are working and can further hurt 
Iraq. The administration knows that economic 
sanctions can work. 

America stands to suffer great economic 
consequences if war in the Middle East 
reaches the anticipated levels. How are we 
going to pay for such a military offensive? Will 
those within this august body who have ada
mantly opposed taxes now vote to increase 
taxes to support a foreign war effort? War of
fers many paradoxes, but the ones emanating 
from our current crisis will be devastating. 

Thus, I urge those who want to go to war 
with Iraq to remember, that although the Mid
die East is strategic because of its oil, I for 
one, do not wish to see the Saudi desert be
come the symbol of misguided policy and the 
massive loss of American lives. 
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Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
lution. 

Mr. Speaker, today we are called upon to 
be the conscience of America. 

Wtien our forefathers gathered to write the 
Constitution that would define and direct these 
United States, never did they realize that their 
successors would one day be able to bring 
into their homes debate on the true meaning 
and consequence of article 1 , section 8, that 
states that only the Congress of the United 
States is vested with the responsibility and au
thority to commit this country to wage war. 

And Mr. Speaker, never before in our Na
tion's history has the U.S. Congress been 
watched more closely nor depended upon 
more greatly, to exercise its collective con
science. 

People stayed home yesterday and stayed 
up last night to hear us express our judgment. 

And Mr. Speaker, they have expressed their 
judgment-and that is that government has 
not exhausted every alternative to war. 

Mr. Speaker, it is their sons and daughters 
who must pay the ultimate cost of war. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not a nation of peace
niks nor of warmongers. We are a nation of 
patriots. 

Adm. William Crowe is a neighbor, Mr. 
Speaker. His iife embodies what patriotism is 
all about. He has spent his life in our military, 
capping his career as Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. Speaker, he knows what he is talking 
about and yet what he told me that was most 
compelling is what I want to share with you. 
He said, 

I have a son over there. He's a company 
commander. He's on the front line. 

He's a good kid. He grew up in this house. 
He went to school with your kids. He loves 
his country. Enough to lay down his life for 
it. And if we go to war with Iraq I will lose 
him. 

And it doesn't have to happen. 
Not yet, Mr. Speaker. Do we need to risk 

the lives of our loved ones? 
And should we not pose to ourselves that 

same compelling question: How would we 
vote if our son or daughter were on the front 
lines? 

Mr. Speaker, I have immersed myself in this 
issue day and night and consulted every ex
pert available. 

And Mr. Speaker, I must conclude that this 
will not be a quick and clean war. Surgical air 
strikes may be an effective strategy, but it will 
not be the final resolution. The best analogy to 
the ground attack that will be necessary to 
overcome Iraq's ground troops that are dug in 
along Kuwait's perimeter, dug into ditches re
inforced by wire behind pools of oil that will be 
lit upon attack-Mr. Speaker, is Normandy. 

Mr. Speaker, I have stood on the beaches 
of Normandy where in the month of June 
1944, 1 00,000 Allied troops met their death. 

Perhaps this is why, Mr. Speaker, that so 
many of my constituents including countless 
numbers of military officers and retired veter
ans have urged me to vote for the Hamilton
Gephardt amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, last night I held a town meet
ing and heard from several hundred of my 
constituents who had come out in the freezing 
rain to share their views with me. 

That constituency was of the same opinion 
that 95 percent of the people who have written 
and phoned-that it is not time to move to the 
final alternative of war. The vast majority of 
the people of the Eighth District of Virginia are 
not convinced that it is past time for negotia
tions nor for sanctions. 

And while the perception of support that a 
vote for the Solarz-Michel amendment might 
give the President in strengthening his hand in 
the negotiation process, the awesome respon
sibility of declaring war should not be relin
quished prematurely. 

But if Saddam Hussein interprets support for 
the Gephardt-Hamilton amendment as a vote 
against the use of force at any time, he will 
have made yet another miscalculation. 

We are a people of principle. We are pre
pared to pay the ultimate cost for the preser
vation of those principles. And if, Mr. Speaker, 
negotiations clearly have failed and sanctions 
clearly have not worked, then, Mr. Speaker, 
this Congress and this Congressman will de
clare war and will lead the nations of the world 
in the conclusion of that war and in the res
toration of a lasting peace. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California [Mrs. BOXER 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, this coun
try is about to be sucked into a war in 
the area of the world known for vio
lence, known for terrorism, known for 
blood baths, known for atrocities. I 
will tell Members, we will never be the 
same. 

The Gephardt-Hamilton alternative 
points to a wiser path. It keeps the line 
drawn in the sands of Saudi Arabia. It 
keeps the sanctions, and it calls on our 
allies to do more. 

Make no mistake about it, unless we 
pass Gephardt, this will be an Amer
ican war. The measly contributions of 
Japan, Germany, France, and Italy will 
not dry the tears of our war widows. 

The two ships provided by the Neth
erlands which gets 100 percent of its oil 
from the Persian Gulf will not heal the 
broken hearts of our grieving mothers 
and fathers. 

A robbery is taking place right here, 
right now. Billions of dollars out the 
door to pay for an operation called The 
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World Versus Saddam Hussein. But the 
world does not pay. We do-Uncle 
Sugar Daddy. 

We have spent more on Desert Shield 
so far than we spend in 1 year on Head 
Start, cancer research, AIDS research, 
Alzheimer's, heart research, and child
hood immunization, all combined. That 
is what we have spent so far on Desert 
Shield. 

My friends, a 22-year-old constituent 
of mine, and it could have been any 
constituent of yours, as he was sent off 
to the Persian Gulf was told to write 
his will. What will he leave his mother? 
What will he leave his father? His love? 
His hopes? His dreams? His ambitions? 

With all due respect, this is not 
about looking at the President's face. I 
know his face looks worried. Our faces 
look worried. It is not about looking at 
the President's face, and it is not about 
saving face. It is about saving lives. 
Peace through war makes about as 
much sense as heal th through sickness. 

It took 8 years into the Vietnam war 
to get 150 votes against it. Today, we 
will have more negative votes than 
that for this war yet to come. That is 
because there is a better way. It is 
called Gephardt-Hamilton. We have 
learned from Vietnam. It is good that 
we have, and we should not be ashamed 
that we have learned from Vietnam. 
We have totally isolated Iraq without a 
shot being fired. So stay the course and 
spare the United States the body bags, 
the tears, the terrorism, and the an
guish. Support Gephardt-Hamilton. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PACKARD]. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I have 
determined that this debate comes 
down to one simple fact, that is, that 
Saddam Hussein will withdraw his 
troops from Kuwait faster with a load
ed and cocked gun at his head, than he 
will if we extend the sanctions. Let 
Members load and cock the gun, and 
then pray to God that we do not have 
to pull the trigger. 

I rise in strong support of the Solarz
Michel resolution. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as she may 
consume to the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA]. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion and in opposition to Gephardt
Hamilton. 

I rise in support of the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion, endorsing the U.N. Resolution No. 678, 
giving President Bush authority in conjunction 
with our allies to use "all means necessary" to 
force Iraq from Kuwait and restore regional 
stability. 

And I do so with graver misgivings than 
most, having lost a son; not to war but to ill
ness. I know the everlasting anguish of the 
loss of a child. 

I have concluded that if we truly believe that 
we should walk the last mile for peace we 

should defeat the Gephardt-Hamilton resolu
tion and approve the Michel-Solarz resolution 
and possibly spare the anguish of loved ones 
having died because we lost our resolve. 

Choosing this last mile is not a clear choice, 
because fundamentally I believe that the sanc
tions are working and that a number of ave
nues remain open for dialog and diplomatic 
maneuver, while remaining true to our commit
ment to the international coalition and our prin
ciples. I do not see war as inevitable. 

I do see war as bringing about numerous 
consequences as yet unforeseen. Representa
tive HAMIL TON spoke cogently on this subject 
yesterday. 

These include an even more incendiary Mid
dle East. 

In other words, the tactics are debatable. 
But in this vote today, we must take the 

facts as they are where we are today. And the 
bold facts are: 

There was a failure last Wednesday in Ge
neva. 

The deadline adopted by the United Nations 
is looming. 

Secretary General de Cuellar is preparing to 
talk to Saddam again. 

Whether by design, by cynical calculation or 
by default, we have been maneuvered to this 
vote at the precise time when a negative vote 
will be viewed by the world community as in
eptitude. 

The United States will have lost credibility 
and we will have provoked a prolonged stale
mate and all-out war could be the only re
course. 

So we must endorse the U.S. action and 
when-in their collective judgment-the Presi
dent and the coalition attest to the need for 
force. 

Any miscalculation, on the President's part, 
will result in thousands of lives lost and pro
found economic and political consequences. 

And to President Bush, I say, God give· you 
the wisdom and compassion to bring about 
the New World order for which all Americans 
pray. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LAGOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong opposition to Gephardt
Hamil ton, and strong support for So
larz-Michel. 

Mr. Speaker, while I strongly support contin
ued, tough international sanctions against Iraq, 
I do not believe that sanctions alone will force 
Saddam Hussein to comply with the U.N. res
olutions. I rise in opposition to the Gephardt
Hamilton resolution. Let us not deceive our
selves, this resolution removes the threat of 
force, which apparently is the only action 
which will influence Saddam Hussein. This 
resolution does not strengthen sanctions or di
plomacy, it weakens them. It is very clear that 
if Saddam Hussein believes we will not use 
force, or if there is not a credible threat of 
force, he will never withdraw from Kuwait and 
will continue to directly threaten vital American 
national security interests. 

I agree that if nothing else in the world 
changes, over time, sanctions could provide 
enough pressure on Saddam Hussein to com
ply with the U.N. resolutions. But, all the other 

key factors that make sanctions effective will 
not remain the same. The realities of the 
world, which some are ignoring to make their 
case, clearly indicate that over time our coali
tion and our ability to enforce a tough embar
go will weaken whereas Iraq's position will not. 
Without the credible threat of force, time is on 
Saddam Hussein's side, not ours. That's re
ality. 

First, Iraq can hold out for a long time. Sad
dam has no problems denying resources to 
his people in order to maintain his aggressive, 
offensive military machine. His gestapo-style 
secret police will make sure that anyone who 
complains won't be around to ever complain 
again. The Iraqi people went without for 8 
years during a war with Iran. They are hard
ened. Further, Iraq has quite a self-sufficient 
agricultural sector, particularly in basic food
stuffs, meaning the Iraqi people are in no dan
ger of starving therefore removing a pressure 
on Saddam to change his ways. They are will
ing to go without some of life's conveniences 
rather than be shot. Remember, Iraq is not all 
desert like Kuwait, it is Mesopotamia, the cra
dle of many ancient and modern civilizations
the fertile crescent. 

While the embargo is denying Iraq spare 
parts for its weapons, without the very real, 
credible threat of force, Saddam doesn't need 
spares because he won't be using his weap
ons. Besides, lr:aq has billions of dollars in 
hard currency and gold looted from Kuwait to 
sustain illegal sanctions-busting, black-market 
trade for key goods. And, if thousands of 
years of history have taught us anything, the 
people of this region are extremely capable 
merchants able to overcome any obstacle. 

As I noted during yesterday's debate, the 
fact that many Soviet and Bulgarian techni
cians in Iraq have opted, despite the security 
threats, not to leave because they note there 
are more consumer goods and food in Bagh
dad than in Moscow or Sofia, indicates that 
sanctions are not totally effective. So too, is 
the fact that fresh kiwifruit, a perishable item 
not grown in Iraq, are available in Iraq and oc
cupied Kuwait. Hostages held in Kuwait af
firmed this to me. 

While I believe Iraq can hold out for some 
time, especially without the credible threat of 
the use of force which the Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution removes, I believe the multiple pres
sures on our coalition mean we cannot. 

Today's sanctions are hurting the poorest 
countries and Eastern Europe's newest de
mocracies the most-more than they are hurt
ing Iraq. As I explained yesterday, the gulf sit
uation is an economic, and therefore becomes 
a political and social, disaster for the Third 
World and Eastern Europe's new, very fragile 
democracies. Do we want to see and can we 
afford failure in Eastern Europe coupled with 
revolutions, civil wars and new dictators in 
Asia, Africa, and Latin America-in other 
words a collapse of much of what we've re
cently achieved? 

In his chilling resignation speech before the 
Congress of People's Deputies, Soviet Foreign 
Minister Shevardnadze specifically noted the 
increasing opposition from powerful Soviet in
stitutions like the Red army to Soviet support 
for our gulf policy. Iraq was a key source of 
trade and hard currency for the Soviets. With 
all the other serious problems they are facing, 
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how long can the reformists in the Soviet 
Union continue to be cooperative with us and 
the United Nations? 

Similarly, over time, vulnerable countries like 
Syria and Jordan which cannot sustain the 
embargo may become lax in enforcing it or 
abandon it altogether, making sanctions even 
far less effective. 

While the coalition against Iraq is a multi
national one, because we are a superpower 
that is looked up to by most, we naturally play 
a leadership role. But, if we are unwilling to 
back the U.N. resolutions and our own na
tional security interests, we signal that we are 
a weak leader and the coalition, therefore also 
the effectiveness of sanctions and diplomacy, 
crumble. 

As we wait for sanctions to work, Saddam 
can rest and better prepare his armies. Like all 
tyrants, he will deny his people resources to 
ensure his armies remain strong. And, when 
sanctions don't force him to leave by some 
later deadline, we'll face an even stronger 
Iraqi army with, perhaps, less international 
support. The expense of waiting through high
er American casualties is ours. 

For example, in overrunning Kuwait, Iraq 
was able to seize advanced American-made 
Hawk antiaircraft missiles. These are just like 
some of the missiles we have deployed in 
Saudi Arabia to protect our forces. We believe 
that at this time, Iraq has not had the time to 
learn how to operate the Hawk system effec
tively. But, Iraqi technicians are not stupid. In 
time they will master the system and correct 
Iraq's weakness in medium-range and high-al
titude air defense. We know how good the 
Hawk system is and our pilots don't want to 
have to fly against it. As we wait for sanctions 
to bite, the chances of confronting the deadly 
Hawks only increase. Those who say we 
should engage in an air war if there are hos
tilities by voting for Gephart may well mean 
more pilots will be lost. 

Further, by waiting withoµt threatening force, 
we still have to keep sufficient forces in the 
area. That means we must rotate troops. The 
only way to accomplish this is to either call up 
hundreds of thousands of reserves or 
reinstitute the draft. Both of these are very un
popular actions that will hurt our economy, in
crease our budget deficit, and reduce domes
tic programs like education, housing, and drug 
control while, once again, increasing defense 
spending. 

The only chances for peace that the Ge~ 
hardt-Hamilton resolution increases are for a 
bad one. History has proven that a bad peace 
always results in a war, often a far bloodier 
and costly one. I wish we didn't have to threat
en to use force, no one wants a military o~ 
tion, particularly me. I wish we could just sit 
back and let sanctions and diplomacy alone 
work. But, they will not and the costs of not 
providing a very real and credible threat of 
force are too high. The choice before us today 
is not war or peace. War is not inevitable. 
With the resolutions before us both alter
natives are possible. However, I continue to 
strongly believe that House Joint Resolution 
62, the bipartisan Solarz-Michel-Broomfield
Fascell resolution has the best chance of fos
tering a peaceful solution whereas the Ge~ 
hardt-Hamilton resolution lessens the chances 
that Saddam will seek peace and increases 

the chances that we will pay a much higher 
price for war. 

The final decision as to whether there shall 
be war or peace lies with Saddam Hussein. 
To paraphrase Winston Churchill's comments 
about the aggressive actions of Hitler, "If (he) 
does not want war, then there will be no war. 
Therefore, if war should come, there can be 
no doubt upon whose head the blood guilti
ness will fall." While Churchill's comments 
refer to Hitler and events earlier this century, 
they are very applicable to Saddam Hussein 
and his actions today. 

The decisions before us today are very hard 
and very trying. Yet, I urge my colleagues to 
seriously consider all of the factors and all of 
the real costs today and into the future. The 
best chance for achieving our goals peacefully 
is not the Gephardt-Hamilton resolution, but 
the Solarz-Michel-Broomfield-Fascell resolu
tion. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HENRY]. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I oppose 
the Gephardt resolution because it un
dermines, rather than enhances, pros
pects for a peaceful resolution to the 
conflict in the Persian Gulf. To adopt 
the Gephardt resolution sends Saddam 
Hussein the wrong message. The world 
community of nations has been waiting 
5 months for Saddam Hussein to dem
onstrate the slightest inclination of 
being willing to withdraw from Kuwait. 
Any lack of resolve by this House to 
stand by the U.N. Resolution 678 can 
only be interpreted by him as capitula
tion and retreat on the terms of the 
resolution itself. 

Look at the consequences, Mr. 
Speaker: Saddam Hussein will claim it 
as a victory, and he will only believe 
that our having postponed once, we 
will postpone yet again. Be it 30 days 
or 60 days or half a year from now, we 
will be faced with the same decision. 
But meanwhile, the moral resolve of 
the community of nations, its diplo
matic unity, and its military position 
will have been put at risk while we 
wait. 

We will present to the world the pic
ture of a nation divided, divided in its 
support of the President's policy and 
divided in support of the U.N. resolu
tion. 

The morale of our troops in the gulf 
will potentially be undermined as they 
seek to interpret the meaning of this 
resolution. Prospects of extended tours 
of duty in the gulf are f creed on them
selves and their families at home. 

The safety of our troops in the gulf 
will have been put at risk. 

Forthcoming changes in the climatic 
patterns in the gulf are adverse to the 
military situation in the alliance. They 
will be straddled in an announced de
fensive posture while subject to offen
sive attack. 

This resolution puts the United 
States at odds with the community of 
nations itself. The Senate has rejected 
the resolution just shortly sometime 

ago. Now history looks at the House of 
Representatives. Will it point to this 
House in this moment as the place and 
time where the attempt of the world 
community of nations to order its af
fairs in a post-cold-war era was cast 
into the abyss? 

Mr. Speaker, I do not seek war. I do 
not even want to resort to military ac
tion in the gulf. This resolution not 
only undermines the judgment of the 
world community as to just how such a 
conflict can be avoided, but it also un
dermines the means by which such a 
resort to force can be hopeful of suc
cess should it be required. 

Oppose the Gephardt resolution, my 
colleagues. Stand firm with our Presi
dent. Stand firm with the alliance. 
Stand firm for the principle of the rule 
of law between nations, and stand firm 
on behalf of steps which history has 
taught us to be the best means of keep
ing the peace. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Speaker, is it in 
order under the rules of the House to 
refer to statements of Members of the 
other body, or to actions taken within 
the other body? 

The SPEAKER. It is possible under 
the rules of the House to refer to a vote 
taken in the other body, but not to 
characterize the vote by statements of 
approval or disapproval. 

Mr. AUCOIN. I thank the chair. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 

Speaker, was the gentleman referring 
to the fact that the Senate has just de
feated the Gephardt amendment? 

Mr. TORRICELI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. RAY]. 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo
sition to the Hamil ton-Gephardt reso
lution and in support of the Michel-So
larz resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe our economic alter
natives have expired in the Persian Gulf Re
gion. I recently met with several former hos
tages, including Miles Hoffman from Colum
bus, GA, the only American wounded by Iraqi 
soldiers. The hostages described to me the 
failure in a policy of economic sanctions. They 
talked of food and other supplies entering Iraq 
unrestricted from Jordan and Iran. We also 
discussed the fact that other sympathetic 
countries like Libya are sending hard currency 
to Saddam enabling him to buy needed 
goods. One hostage described Iraq's growing 
agricultural capability-complete with irrigation 
facilities. Finally, they told me of their luscious 
Thanksgiving Dinner-turkey with all the trim
mings. 

Mr. Speaker, does that sound like a country 
suffering at the hands of serious economic 
sanctions that are stripping it bare of basic ne
cessities? 

Saddam Hussein and his army are not suf
fering from these sanctions, nor will they be
cause they will continue to plunder, rape, and 
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pilfer all that they must from Kuwait to main
tain themselves. In addition, as fellow Arabs 
grow ever more sympathetic to Saddam, they 
will continue to help Saddam get what he 
needs. 

Mr. Speaker, we gave Iraq an ultimatum
their time has come due. 

0 1210 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. HALL]. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in the midst of the most important de
bate in my 1 O years in Congress. We have al
ready heard many excellent arguments on 
both sides of this vital issue, and I appreciate 
the honest views of my colleagues. As for me, 
I intend to support the President and the U.N. 
resolutions, not because I want war, but be
cause I want a genuine peace. 

I'm sure we can all agree that President 
Bush and Secretary of State Jim Baker have 
done an excellent job in bringing the inter
national community together in joint con
demnation of Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. As a 
matter of fact, I feel that Secretary of State 
James Baker will always be remembered as 
one who went the last mile, always cool and 
courteous, always professional, and always 
there. Who could have dreamed that he could 
pull the U.N. members together-even Syria 
and Egypt? This Secretary of State brings to 
mind the Cordell Hull image of the 1930's and 
early 1940's. 

As I agonized over this historic vote, I keep 
coming back to where we are now. Not last 
August or September-but now. Our troops 
are in the desert now. They were there when 
I arrived on the scene. They were there when 
the entire Congress came on the scene. If I 
were President, I probably would not have 
sent ground forces to Saudi Arabia. Instead, I 
would have used air and sea power and our 
technological advantages to protect the Per
sian Gulf from further unprovoked aggression. 
As Gen. Douglas MacArthur put it, "The object 
of war is victory." If hostilities begin, let's learn 
from Korea and Vietnam, and allow the mili
tary to fight the war. The shortest war spawns 
the fewest casualties. These would be my ac
tions based on what I know. Granted, I am not 
in command of the information that our Chief 
Executive has. 

Therefore, I doni know all of the relevant 
factors involved in the President's decision to 
send a large contingent of ground forces. If I 
trust in the judgment of the President, if I be
lieve he is sound of mind, that he is a patriot, 
and I do, then I must accept that he has made 
the right decision. I would ask my colleagues, 
how would you feel if you were a young sol
dier sitting in a puptent in that remote desert, 
and you picked up a copy of the "Stars and 
Stripes" newspaper, only to read that the Con
gress did not support your Commander in 
Chief? 

I honestly believe that the policy of ap
peasement and delay is, in fact, a policy which 
in the end leads to even greater suffering and 
death. As a veteran of World War II, I cannot 
help but remember the words of Prime Min
ister Neville Chamberlain upon his return from 
his ill-fated peace negotiations with Adolf Hit
ler, and I quote Mr. Chamberlain, who said, 

"For the second time in our history a British 
Pr.im~ Minister has returned from Germany 
bnngmg peace with honor. I believe it is peace 
for our time. Go home and get a nice quiet 
sleep." Mr. Speaker, I and many others did 
get a nice sleep that night. Yes Mr. Chamber
lain delayed the war-but he magnified the 
loss. In looking the other way then, the world 
allowed a madman to consume Europe, and 
before it was over, millions paid for this tragic 
mistake with their lives. 

Mr. Speaker, it is indeed appropriate for 
Congress to meet here today to debate this 
issue. The Constitution empowers this body 
with the responsibility to decide when this Na
tion goes to war, and we shouldn't shrink from 
our constitutional duty. Let us decide today
not 6 months or 1 year from now-to put a 
stop to Saddam Hussein's ambitions before he 
descends on more of his neighbors, before his 
neighbors-little countries who have supported 
the U.N. resolutions condemning Iraq-have 
the sinking feeling that we are not going to call 
Iraq's hand. Then they will have no alternative 
but to fall in line behind Saddam, and we will 
have created a monster on that desert that will 
have the financial resources to buy the 
worl~and the thirst to consume it. 

I cannot do less than support our troops 
over in the desert, by supporting their Com
mander in Chief here at home. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEVINE]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, what justifies the 
threat of force against Saddam Hus
sein? It is Saddam Hussein's record of 
brutal aggression, combined with his 
nuclear, chemical, and biological weap
ons capability and the threat that 
poses to the United States and to the 
entire world. 

American force is not justified by the 
need to liberate Kuwait. That is a valid 
objective and it is one that can and 
should be an integral part of any reso
lution of this crisis. 

The threat to oil does not justify the 
use of force. That is precisely the type 
of threat best effected by an embargo. 

The new world order which we want 
to achieve is a result which should be 
achieved by diplomacy, not force; but 
what cannot be achieved by diplomacy 
or sanctions alone, is our ability to de
feat Saddam's increased ability to uti
lize chemical, biological, and nuclear 
weapons, which weapons he could, and 
undoubtedly would, use to blackmail 
the United States and any other coun
try in the world. · 

We must be willing to act now or face 
the grave risk of Saddam's nuclear 
weapons to the Nation and to the 
world. 

Unfortunately, many have followed a 
policy of wishful thinking toward Sad
dam Hussein. Many never believed that 
Saddam would invade Iran, and he did. 
Many never believed that Saddam 
would use chemical weapons for the 

first time since World War I, and he 
did. 

Many never believed that Saddam 
would use chemical weapons against 
his own people, and he did. 

Many never believed that Saddam 
would be able to extend the range of 
Soviet-made missiles to hit Tehran 
and he did. ' 

Many never believed he would invade 
and annex and rape Kuwait, and he did. 

Some now say he will not have nu
clear weapons for 5 to 10 years, despite 
strong and credible evidence of a much 
shorter timeframe. We have dan
gerously deluded ourselves about his 
capacity, and as much as we would like 
sanctions to force Saddam out of Ku
wait, that is wishful thinking, too. 
Sanctions alone to date have accom
plished nothing. 

Sanctions did not convince Saddam 
Hussein to halt his drive to the. Ku
waiti border. 

Sanctions have not kept oil flowing. 
Sanctions did not convince Saddam 

Hussein's emissary to negotiate in 
good faith with Secretary of State 
Baker earlier this week, and sanctions 
did not tell Saddam Hussein to release 
his hostages. Saddam released foreign 
hostages not because of sanctions, but 
because of his cynical attempt to un
dermine the entire Arab coalition. 

I ask my colleagues, my friends who 
would argue we should give sanctions 
more time, when will we have given 
them enough time? Will we have given 
sanctions enough time when the Iraqi 
chemical stockpile has tripled in size? 

Will sanctions have run their course 
once Baghdad has a nuclear bomb? 

I deeply regret this conclusion, but 
saying we need more time for sanctions 
is an excuse for doing nothing. We can 
engage in wishful thinking that short
ages of imported goods will bring Sad
dam to his knees, but in a dictatorship 
where opponents to Saddam are shot 
for expressing a divergent view and 
whose agricultural bounty extends 
from the Tigris to the Euphrates, sanc
tions will discomfort the civilian popu
lation, but they will not bring Saddam 
Hussein to his knees and they will not 
force Saddam out of Kuwait. 

We must not pull the rug out from 
under the international coalition at 
one minute before midnight. 

Whatever has been accomplished to 
date has been accomplished precisely 
because Saddam began to believe that 
the United States and the inter
national community were prepared to 
use force to respond to his aggression. 

Philosopher Michael Walzer writing 
in The New Republic states, and I ask 
you to listen to this quote: 

The embargo is aimed * * * at Iraq's mili
tary-industrial capacity. But Sa.ddam can let 
his capacity run down indefinitely so long as 
he is sure he will not be attacked. Hence the 
effectiveness of an embargo depends on a 
credible threat to fight. At some point Sad
dam must yield or we must fight. If he 
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doesn't yield and we don't fight, the victory 
will be his. 

A vote, my friends, today for Hamil
ton-Gephardt will strip the President 
of the ability to credibly threaten the 
use of force in support of sanctions. It 
will send a clear message that the Con
gress does not stand behind the U .N. 
resolution and that our policy is one of 
sanctions alone. It will convince Sad
dam that he can remain in Kuwait as 
long as he wants. 

Based upon my . conversations with 
our soldiers in the field, we know it 
will have a devastating impact on the 
morale of our forces. 

At this point, this vote will deter
mine whether our Nation has the will 
to resist the dictator's aggression, or 
whether we will continue to engage in 
a policy of wishful thinking. 

If we really want sanctions to work, 
if we want a real chance to avoid con
flict, Congress must reject this amend
ment and instead pass the Solarz
Michel amendment. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA]. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, my 
colleagues, arriving at this point in the 
discussion of this issue has been very 
difficult and painful. I would like to re
spectfully share with you my views at 
this time. I support the President, I 
support the troops in Operation Desert 
Shield, but I am deeply disturbed at 
the events and the persons who have 
led us to this point in our history. I 
have and will continue to support our 
troops and will support all efforts to 
give them the necessary tools to fulfill 
their mission. Having said that, the 
most important support we can give 
them is to do our utmost to keep them 
from having to use those tools. 

I am not prepared at this time to ac
cept the fact that all of the resources 
of the free world through the United 
Nations have failed in this instance 
and the only recourse is war-what a 
shame, how sad if this is true, that in 
1991 the world admits failure for a 
peaceful, diplomatic resolution of the 
Kuwait affair. I support the United Na
tions resolutions, that's no problem, 
but do you know what they say? Get 
the Iraqi troops out of Kuwait, that's 
all they say. I now ask, is the Emir of 
Kuwait worth dying for? No. Is the 
Emir of Kuwait worth one American 
life? No. I condemn the actions of Mr. 
Saddam Hussein, and I agree he is a 
menace to that area of the world and 
possibly beyond. I think that what he 
has done should not be the order of the 
day, but under the U.N. resolutions we 
drive him out of Kuwait, that's all they 
say, what then, what have we gained? 
They do not speak of chemical weapons 
or nuclear weapons, all they say is he's 
a bad guy and should be driven out of 
Kuwait. Having done that, what have 
we gained, I respectfully ask? 

The Hamilton-Gephardt resolution 
does not prohibit the President from 
acting. All it says is, should all fail, 
then Mr. President, you tell us that's 
the case and we will act together, 
that's all it says, let us do it together. 
Mr. President, as the elected represent
atives of the people, is that too much 
to ask? I support you, Mr. President, 
but my conscience and my district de
mand that we give peace a chance first, 
should that not be humanly possible 
and war is the ultimate need, I will be 
with you, and pray that it be achieved 
with the least loss of life possible, for 
it will be our young people in great 
part that will bear the burden. God 
bless and protect them. With all my 
mind, body and soul, I pray that what 
we do here today be worthy of our serv
ice as representatives of the people of 
the United States, our troops abroad 
and our own conscience. Thank you. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time and commend him for what 
he has done on this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, we all support the 
President. We support his goals. We 
want Iraq out of Kuwait and we want, 
frankly, most of us, if not all of us, to 
get rid of Saddam Hussein one way or 
the other; but the Solarz resolution is 
not right. It does not meet the con
stitutional test for which we swore an 
oath of office to uphold that Constitu
tion. 

It is not a declaration of war. If we 
are going to go to war, make the Presi
dent do exactly what the Constitution 
calls for, not a back door open-ended 
blank check to do it at his decision, at 
his time, but the people's time, the 
time when it is right, not the time he 
decides. 

Second of all, we, none of us, have 
enough information. Do we know how 
long this war might be anybody's 
guesstimate in the Defense Depart
ment? 

Do we know how many bodies may 
come back, how much of a casualty 
count there will be by the Defense De
partment estimate? 

Do we know what the cost will be? 
The gentleman from California [Mr. 
PANE'ITA] says they will not even tell 
us. Is that fair for you to make the 
most important decision of your ca
reers, your lives, affecting your neigh
bor's children, husbands, and wives, 
based on no information? 

Third of all, it is premature. Diplo
macy has not been given its final 
chance. We have to go every extra 
mile, as the President has said, in the 
quest of peace. Walk another extra 
mile, I say to the President, before he 
commits young Americans to death, 
because that is what war is. They are 
not disconnected. 

War is death. People will die, our 
young sons and daughters and hus
bands and wives. 

The sanctions are working. This non
sense that they are not working is not 
true at all. 
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He is weaker. Testimony from our 

own Defense Department has said he is 
weaker. His airplanes, his aircraft are 
less capable of flying today than they 
were 4 and 5 months ago. 

Would you rather face an enemy who 
is weaker, and more capable of being 
won over rapidly than doing it now 
when he is more capable? 

War will bring terrorism. Mark my 
words, the surge of terrorism will be on 
the battlefield of the world, not just in 
Iraq. 

Anybody who thinks that the battle 
is going to be in Kuwait or Iraq is de
luding themselves. 

This man is a lunatic, and he will 
blow up any object that he wants to get 
at Americans. That means we are all at 
risk. 

The last thing we want to do is to 
prematurely go to war. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we have an ob
ligation to others, our allies in the re
gion, our friends; but we have an obli
gation to ourselves and to our service
men and women. 

I would rather that they sweated in 
the desert than be buried in that 
desert. 

Mr. Speaker, would it not be ironic if 
the new world order touted by this 
President has as its first act the act of 
war? How sad, how wrong for America, 
and its moral leadership. 

If the time comes to go to war, then 
we will go to war, but we should all be 
assured that everything short of war 
has been done. The Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution allows us to do that with the 
resolve for the President to continue to 
have the military option. 

You should vote for it and vote 
against the Solarz resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished major
ity whip, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. GRAY]. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, in August, 
when the first American troops were 
sent to the Persian Gulf, Americans op
posed the brutal invasion of Kuwait by 
Saddam Hussein. 

They knew we had to halt Iraq's im
perialism, free our hostages, safeguard 
the world's vital oil reserves, and pro
tect our allies in the region from fur
ther naked aggression. 

Americans also knew what a threat 
Saddam Hussein was to world peace. He 
used chemical weapons on his people, 
practiced genocide on the Kurds, and in 
Iraq political opposition can be found 
only in the cemeteries. 

That is why I-and practically all 
Members of Congress-supported the 
President's decision to send troops to 
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Saudi Arabia, and then to use sanc
tions. In August, we voted to impose 
sanctions 416-0. In October, we voted 
380-29 to support the policy of Desert 
Shield. 

Today, however, this successful pol
icy is on the brink of major change. 

The administration now wants to 
change "Desert Shield" into "Desert 
Spear." 

They want our approval to launch of
fensive military action of an unspec
ified nature-at an unspecified time. 

In short: A Presidential declaration 
of war. 

Why change policy now? 
Is it to stop aggression? 
We have stopped Iraq, protected 

Saudi Arabia and our other allies in 
the region, and protected world oil sup
plies. 

Is it to defend democracy? 
Hardly, since Kuwait is no democ

racy. Neither is Saudi Arabia, or Syria. 
Forget lofty ideals. Let's be prac

tical. 
Is it to protect oil and our way of 

life? 
Iraq and Kuwait combined have only 

20 percent of the world's oil reserves; 80 
percent are located elsewhere. And it 
we developed an alternate energy pol
icy and eliminated gas guzzling cars 
and boats we wouldn't need dipstick-di
plomacy. 

Let's do that, and let Saddam Hus
sein drown in his own oil. 

Is it to send a diplomatic signal of re
solve and strength? 

But sending a signal implies some
body's there to receive it. He hasn't 
gotten the signal yet-not from 400,000 
troops and two U.N. resolutions. What 
makes us think he will get it from this 
vote today? 

Let us not fool ourselves. The vote 
today is not to send a signal. It's on 
whether we want a declaration of war. 

What about the new coalition? 
We'll have partners, right? 
Only if we mistake words for deeds. 
Japan draws 70 percent of its oil from 

the Middle East. It has contributed 
about $400 million to Desert Shield. All 
our allies combined have paid about 
$4.3 billion of the $30 billion Desert 
Shield will cost. 

One foreign official talked to us 
about the strength of our allies' com
mitment. 

He said: 
The Syrians, Saudis, and Egyptians want 

Saddam Hussein defeated swiftly, decisively, 
elegantly. But if it doesn't come quickly, 
they're willing to fight-to the last Amer
ican. 

Will the coalition hold together for 
another year while we allow sanctions 
to take effect? 

Our allies have kept their troops 
home, and their money in the bank. 
Are we now to believe they will even 
cut off the words? 

If we can coalesce for war, why not 
peace? 

At some time we may well have to 
use force in Kuwait. But we haven't ex
hausted our diplomatic options. Not 
yet. One meeting-even 6 hours long
is not enough. 

My colleagues, here is the central 
issue. Should we change from Desert 
Shield to Desert Spear? 

Is that the national-and inter
national-consensus? 

Let us stick with the current policy. 
It prevented Saddam Hussein from 

going into Saudi Arabia. 
It is weakening his arsenal. 
It is draining his treasury. 
Let us stay the course. 
"Genius," a French philosopher once 

wrote, "is nothing but a greater 
apptitude for patience." 

Nations of great genius exhibit great 
patience. 

Let's not sacrifice lives on the altar 
of impatience. 

Let's not lose lives because we didn't 
want to lose time. 

Vote for Hamilton-Gephardt. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

21/2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, there are 
four reasons today to vote for Hamil
ton-Gephardt. First is that the Michel 
resolution itself is a declaration of war 
without actually admitting it. It puts 
the trigger in the President's fingers 
and it says, "You decide." 

Do not vote to ask American troops 
to make the ultimate sacrifice unless 
you are willing to go home and admit 
that squarely. 

Second, the problem is that the 
Michel proposal authorizes war before 
we have to. Do not ask our soldiers to 
put their lives at risk until there is ab
solutely no other possibility left. 

Surely we are not yet at that point. 
We have time. 

The President's supporters say this is 
not Vietnam, and they are absolutely 
right; but neither is it Munich. Iraq is 
no Germany, and if war occurs, Sad
dam will learn that in days whether we 
attack now or later. George Bush has 
already prevented another Munich. 
Saddam has already been stopped. We 
have time. 

Third, if we attack, the Middle East 
would become what we have always 
feared it would be: A radicalized, polar
ized cauldron in both the Palestinian 
and Moslem worlds, seething with ha
tred, and that hatred will be directed 
at us and it will not just be confined to 
the region. 

The costs will be enormous abroad 
and at home. You had better be pre
pared to pay them. 

And that is my last point: Do not 
vote to strike up the band today unless 
you are willing to face the music after
ward. Do not vote to create a new gen
eration of veterans of foreign wars un
less you are willing to pick up the full 
cost of caring for their heal th needs, 
caring for their family support needs, 

and all the other attendant needs that 
they will experience. 

Last, let me simply say that a lot of 
you do not like to vote for foreign aid .. 
Well, if you vote for the Michel resolu
tion today, you had better be prepared 
to vote for a lot of it. 
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You had better be prepared to sup

port the billions and billions in new 
Presidential requests which you will 
see over the next decade. You had also 
better be prepared to vote for the taxes 
to pay for the war upon which we are 
about to embark. 

Mr. Speaker, I beg you to not just 
add the cost to the deficit because a 
bookkeeping gimmick allows us to. 
Our economy cannot afford it, and our 
self-respect should not allow it. 

I would ask my colleagues last of all 
to remember not just the President's 
face, but to remember the faces of all 
of the people we know who are now on 
the front lines who may be asked to 
make the ultimate sacrifice. 

When I was in the chair last night, I 
made a list of the people who I knew 
personally or who I have met from my 
own area in the last 6 months who are 
now in Saudi Arabia. I thought of the 
vice president of the central labor body 
in my own hometown of Wausau. I 
thought of kids I met from Sheboygan, 
Milwaukee, Stevens Point, Superior, 
and literally a dozen other places in 
my own State. I thought of the class
mate of my own son here at Yorktown 
High School in Arlington. That is who 
I think of before I vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues 
today, for God's sake, remember: The 
choice is not whether we have to go to 
war. It is whether we have to go to war 
now. Give us more time. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. PETERSON]. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I come to the well today for 
the first time in my career. I do it at 
a time most grave for this Nation, and 
I rise in support of the only resolution 
that makes any sense, the Hamilton
Gephardt resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I do this with a special 
perspective, a 26-year military veteran, 
7 of which were in sustained combat. 
So, I know what these troops are doing 
over there, and I have great respect for 
their perseverance, for their capabili
ties, for their professionalism, because 
if we go to war, our troops will win a 
decisive battle. No doubt. 

But the Gephardt-Hamilton resolu
tion is not a lollipop. It is a tough reso
lution. It supports our President re
gardless of what has been said. It sup
ports the constitutional way this gov
ernment works. It supports our troops 
in the gulf, too, because we say, "Hey, 
one single attack, and you've been had, 
Mr. Saddam Hussein." It secures the 
Saudi borders for the same reason. But 
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it encourages, it insists, that the Presi
dent continue diplomatic efforts and 
that he does exhaust every effort to 
find a way to find a peaceful solution 
to this conflict. · 

It does not give war-making powers 
to the President, and the reason we are 
not doing that is because the President 
can only commit forces. The President 
cannot commit the Nation. Only this 
body, by this Constitution, can commit 
this Nation to war. 

The Tonkin Gulf resolution is experi
ence enough. The reasons for that reso
lution were great. It fell apart because 
we committed troops. We did not com
mit our Nation to that exercise, and it 
destroyed this Nation. It split it apart. 
Let us not do that again. 

I vowed when I sat in Hanoi that I 
would never allow anyone to persuade 
me to send troops into battle without 
the backing of the American people, 
and I am not going to do it today. I 
will never do it, and I ask my col
leagues today to vote for the only reso-
1 u tion that stays on the line of the 
Constitution, the Hamilton-Gephardt 
resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 21/2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, each 
time that I step on this floor to cast a 
vote for a half million Missourians, I 
feel somewhat inadequate to the re
sponsibility of being their voice and 
their vote. I never feel informed 
enough, I never feel prepared enough, 
and I never feel wise enough. 

Today, for obvious reasons, I espe
cially feel that way. 

The Saturday after Thanksgiving I 
was eating lunch in a McDonald's with 
my 20-year-old son, Matt, not too far 
from this Chamber. A woman, a strang
er, approached us as we were eating, 
and she said, "You're a Senator or 
something; aren't you?" 

I said, "Yes." 
I let it pass. 
She said, "I want to talk to you." she 

said, "You see, my son and his wife are 
in the Army in the Persian Gulf," and 
then she began to cry, and then her 
tears turned to sobs. I tried to console 
her, but she could not get control of 
herself, and finally she just had to turn 
and leave. 

We cannot and we should not decide 
the policy of our country in the gulf 
standing just in her shoes, but I believe 
we have got to be able to look that 
woman and all like her, and husbands 
as well, in the eye and say that before 
we send their children to war that we 
have done everything in our power to 
reach our goals without war. In my 
heart and mind we cannot say that yet 
today. 

When we started sanctions, we knew 
that it would take longer, rather than 
sooner, for them to achieve their goal. 
But I say to my colleagues that these 
are the most powerful and effective 
sanctions in the history of the world. 

With more that 50 of our warships in 
the region, three of our aircraft car
riers, we have made over 6,000 intercep
tions of questionable vessels; 800 times 
our sailors have boarded and stopped 
questionable ships. Thirty-five times 
we have diverted ships from their des
tination and sent them somewhere 
else, and many, many times we have 
sent shots over the top of the ships 
that we have wanted to stop. 

Only we have begun to lose patience 
with the policy of sanctions that is 
clearly having its intended effect. Op
ponents say that they will never work 
alone. They say they will never work 
fast enough, they will never keep 
enough pressure on Saddam Hussein 
politically to leave. Opponents say that 
if we do not use force now, then we 
have told the world that we have cut 
and run. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what they said 
about the sanctions applied to !di 
Amin, to Trujillo, to Somoza, and to 
Daniel Ortega. 
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But history shows that even brutal 
dictators have been toppled and de
feated by sanctions. Sanctions are 
force. Sanctions are effective. Sanc
tions require rightful contributions 
from our allies, and, yes, sanctions suc
ceed, as these are succeeding, and sanc
tions 'Xill leave us better able in the 
end to resume the wars we must fight 
here at home, wars against drugs and 
crime, wars against proverty and dis
ease, and the war to rebuild our eco
nomic strength. 

Now, the debate of words and ideas is 
about to end, and we are about to have 
the chance . to decide. Whatever our de
cision, we will leave this room today 
one again and whole again. If we vote 
for war today-and I hope that we will 
not-this Congress and this country 
must close ranks, not because that 
makes war inevitable but because di
plomacy and sanctions and inter
national pressure thankfully still have 
time to work. But if that fateful deci
sion is made, let us also be united in 
our prayers. 

I pray for the President, for his judg
ment, for his wisdom, and for whatever 
decision and whatever course he will 
decide. Most of all, all of us pray for 
our young people, for our soldiers scan
ning the lonely sand-blown horizons. 
We pray for the pilots flying their 
fighters above the Arabian Sea. We 
pray for the sailors and the ground 
forces, and we pray, all of us, with all 
our hearts, for their safe return to 
America, the country that loves them 
and deeply appreciates the sacrifice 
they are prepared to make. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 

consume to the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the bipartisan Solarz
Michel amendment. And I do so with a great 
sense of responsibility, as we all must feel 
here today. This is indeed one of those his
toric occasions when we are called upon to 
perform our ultimate duty, to our constituents, 
and to our Nation. The responsibility weighs 
heavy on our shoulders, but we cannot shrink 
from it. 

This debate, and the votes we will cast, are 
momentous indeed. But the resolution I sup
port is not a declaration of war. Let us be very 
clear about that. It is rather a vote to stand 
firm, stand tall, and stand together, as one na
tion. It is a vote to give our President the sup
port he has asked for, the support he de
serves, the support he needs. At this critical 
moment for our country, and for the world, we 
have been called upon to give the President of 
the United States the authority he requires to 
meet this great challenge. Yes, Congress 
does have a constitutional prerogative. But we 
must exercise that prerogative soberly and re
sponsibly. 

If anything, a yes vote on Solarz-Michel is 
the best chance to avoid war. For only if Sad
dam Hussein sees unity and resolve on our 
side, will he finally understand that he has no 
choice. Only a credible threat will force him to 
yield. If we fail to send that unequivocal mes
sage, Iraq might miscalculate once again. 
Saddam may conclude that we lack the will to 
use force, and that if he stays put, his illegal 
occupation will stand. If you don't believe that. 
ask President Ozal of Turkey. He knows the 
Iraqis very well. He shares a border with them. 
His forces have 1 O Iraqi divisions pinned down 
on that border. He is quoted in this morning's 
Washington Times as saying that it is crucial 
that we "send the right message * * * only 
* * * Congress can convince (Hussein) that 
the Bush administration is now authorized to 
use force to evict him." Mr. Speaker, that real
ization on the part of Saddam Hussein may be 
our best chance to avoid war. That's why it is 
so crucial that we do the right thing here, and 
give the President the support he asked us 
for. 

During the past few months, we have heard 
much discussion centering on one small ques
tion: Why are we in the gulf? 

The answer to this question is crucial in 
terms of this debate. What indeed is this con
flict all about? Well, first let's determine what 
it is not about. Oil is certainly a consideration, 
but it is not the primary consideration. We 
have other sources of energy. And it is high 
time that we developed a real independence 
of Arab oil. 

It is not even about Kuwait, and it is cer
tainly not about democracy. Kuwait was a be
nevolent dictatorship, but it was a dictatorship. 
So is Saudi Arabia. It is not about human 
rights. Unfortunately, human rights abuses are 
rampant throughout the Arab world, and in so 
many other countries, like Cuba, Ethiopia, and 
Afghanistan. 

The fact remains however, that we do have 
a vital stake in this confrontation. Our national 
interests really are at stake. For Kuwait is only 
the beginning. If Saddam Hussein is allowed 
to prevail, what kind of world will we live in? 
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If Saddam stays in Kuwait, he will undoubtedly 
become the leader of the Arab world. His a~ 
petite for conquest and intimidation will grow. 
Other dictators will be encouraged. Instability 
in the world will be rampant. 

We and our allies will be affected. Saddam 
Hussein will increase his arsenal of nuclear 
and chemical weapons, and he will use them, 
make no mistake about it. The threat lies not 
necessarily in what will happen tomorrow, but 
what will happen the day after tomorrow, if we 
do not act now. Winston Churchill put it best: 

Want of foresight, unwillingness to act 
when action would be simple and effective, 
lack of clear thinking, confusion of counsel 
until the emergency comes, until self-preser
vation strikes its jarring gong-these are the 
features which constitute the endless repeti
tion of history. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the history that we must 
avoid, because our children will pay the price. 

I would just like to interject one note of cau
tion into his debate-for those, whether in Eu
rope, in the Arab world, or anywhere else, 
who think we should "give" something to Sad
dam, who think we should press Israel to 
make concessions. We must continue to cat
egorically reject linkage. It is unconscionable 
that Israel be made a victim of this crisis. Of 
course we want to solve the Palestinian prob
lem. So do the Israelis. 

All the Arabs have to do is accept Israel's 
existence. Egypt recognized the state of Is
rael. In return, they got every inch of the Sinai 
Desert, although Israel won that territory in a 
war of self defense. All problems in the Middle 
East can be addressed, but the solutions must 
be based on rationality and goodwill. 

To those who oppose this bipartisan a~ 
proach, I say this: I respect your view. I know 
we all want the same thing. But please, 
please, ask yourselves this question: What is 
the cost of waiting? 

Ask yourselves these questions: 
Can we afford to wait? 
Can our men and women continue to sit in 

the desert, away from their loved ones, and in 
many cases away from their jobs and studies 
here at home? 

Can our coalition stand the erosion of su~ 
port that may come in the interim? 

Can the Kuwaiti people continue to suffer 
from the horrible atrocities they have been 
subjected to? 

Can our allies-Egypt, Israel, Turkey-con
tinue to suffer the damage to their economies 
caused by the protraction of this crisis? 

Can we wait around while a vicious, blood
thirsty dictator holds the world at bay? 

Can we wait around while Saddam makes a 
mockery of civilized norms of behavior? 

Please ask yourselves these questions. 
Please be honest. Please vote your con
science. 

Let's stand shoulder to shoulder with the 
President during this trying crisis. 

With God's help, we may just be able to 
avoid a greater catastrophe later on. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. UPTON]. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the Gephardt-Hamilton 

resolution because it would undermine 
U.N. Resolution 678. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the biparti
san resolution which authorizes the President 
to use all means necessary to enforce the UN 
resolutions regarding Iraq's invasion of Kuwait 
provided he certifies to Congress the United 
States has used all appropriate diplomatic 
means to obtain Iraqi compliance with the 
U.N. resolutions and determines those diplo
matic efforts have been unsuccessful. 

The United Nations is finally acting in its 
true sense as an international peacekeeping 
coalition. Many in the international coalition 
have sent troops and invested money in order 
to repeal Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. A vote 
against the bipartisan resolution is a vote 
against the United Nations and will seriously 
undermine the United Nations as it is finally 
acting as a peace-keeping international orga
nization. This is not a vote for war. It is a vote 
to support the United Nations, not repudiate it. 
It is a vote to stand united behind the Presi
dent and the international community. This is 
a vote to ensure diplomatic initiatives have a 
chance to work. Diplomacy will work only if 
Hussein knows that his rejection of diplomacy 
has severe consequences. 

I believe the objectives of the United States 
and United Nations are clear. They have been 
stated in 12 U.N. resolutions. These goals call 
for Iraq's total and unconditional withdrawal 
from Kuwait, the restoration of the Govern
ment of Kuwait, compensation to the victims of 
Saddam Hussein's aggression, and stopping 
any further aggression from Iraq to its neigh
boring countries. 

Iraq mobilized its armies, lied to their neigh
bors about their intentions, invaded and an
nexed Kuwait, took foreign hostages to use 
them as human shields, and raped and tor
tured Kuwaiti citizens. 

It has been said that for evil to thrive, good 
only needs to remain neutral. The United 
States has not remained neutral and neither 
has the world community. For the first time in 
my life, the United Nations has truly worked as 
it was originally intended. The founders of the 
United Nations were determined, in the words 
of the charter, "to save succeeding genera
tions from the scourge of war * • • and to 
ensure, by the acceptance of principles and 
the institution of methods, that armed force 
shall not be used, save in the common inter
est." 

In American diplomacy, this principle was 
stated by President Truman, when he de
clared the fundamentals of American foreign 
policy would rest in part on the proposition 
"that the preservation of peace between na
tions requires a United Nations organization 
comprised of all peace-loving nations of the 
world who are willing to use force if necessary 
to ensure peace." Unfortunately, the threat of 
force is sometimes needed to ensure peace, 
and this is one of those times. It is my sincere 
hope that adoption of this resolution will lead 
our Nation down the path of peace and not 
war. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MCDADE]. 

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Solarz-Michel 
resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, this has been a most difficult 
and sobering debate for all of us. The stakes 
are high. Emotions are running strong. And I 
think all of us-reflecting the feelings and be
lief of those we are privileged to represent
find ourselves torn and conflicted by the situa
tion that confronts us today and the choices 
before us. 

None of us wants war. No one. All of us 
want to see this crisis resolved peacefully. I 
can understand and I respect the views of 
those who want to defer conflict and avoid a 
recourse to arms. 

But today, we find ourselves at what without 
question is a defining moment, a moment of 
truth. 

It is a critical moment for the world commu
nity in its quest for a peaceful settlement. The 
world is watching whether the Congress will 
stand together, unified, with the President and 
the United Nations in rejecting the aggression 
of Saddam Hussein. 

And it is a moment of truth for Saddam Hus
sein because this is perhaps the very moment 
he has been waiting for and gambling on all 
these many months. 

Even though the international community, in 
unprecedented unity, has rejected his immoral 
occupation and destruction of Kuwait-even 
though Iraq has been subjected to sanctions 
and a trade embargo--even though a 28-na
tion coalition has arrayed against him a mili
tary force of unquestionable power-Saddam 
Hussein has refused to budge. 

Even confronted with the explicit threat of 
force by the United Nations, he has spurned 
each and every effort to reach a peaceful so
lution to this crisis. 

For the past 5 months Iraq has not sought 
peace. Instead, it has sought simply to divide 
and conquer; divide the international commu
nity while conquering Kuwait. 

We've been forced to endure a seemingly 
endless charade from Baghdad, not diplomacy 
but rhetoric and threats, intended to fracture 
the coalition. 

Baghdad says the issue is not Kuwait, it is 
the Arab-Israeli dispute. Iraq takes, then re
leases, hostages trying to cynically manipulate 
world opinion. It threatens "seas of blood" try
ing to sap our will. 

And when finally given the chance this week 
to broach a peaceful ·solution, Iraq insults our 
President and matter-of-factly states it will at
tack Israel. 

Iraqi diplomacy-if one would stoop to call it 
that-has been a waiting game, an effort to 
confuse; to delay; and ultimately to divide. 

This is Saddam Hussein's gamble-will the 
international community, the coalition, stay to
gether over the long haul? Or will the coalition 
begin to come apart while Iraq has the pres
sure taken off and is given more time to stall 
and delay? 

Mr. Speaker, like it or not-we find our
selves confronted with choices that go to the 
heart of Saddam's gamble. This is perhaps 
the ultimate roll of the dice in his game and 
the stakes are immense. 

At this critical moment-what are the 
chances for any peaceful resolution of this cri-
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sis if the dictator sees that his gamble may 
pay off? 

Can anyone doubt what will occur if we 
send a mixed signal at this critical juncture? 
What will happen to the coalition if the care
fully forged position of the United Nations and 
President Bush is not endorsed by this body? 

What hope is there, really, for any peaceful 
settlement that denies Saddam Hussein the 
fruits of his aggression if he receives a signal 
from this body that his gamble, his delaying 
game, is working? 

There is only one vote before us, Mr. 
Speaker, which will clearly and unequivocally 
strengthen, not weaken, the President's ability 
to achieve a peaceful resolution to this crisis. 

At this critical juncture, the chances for long
term peace-a peace that does not reward 
aggressio~are best served by supporting the 
Solarz-Michel resolution. · 

Let's endorse the position of the President 
and the United Nations. Let's keep the world 
unified against the dictator, let us speak with 
one strong voice and send a signal to Saddam 
Hussein that his gamble will not pay off. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. GRANDY]. 

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

Let me begin by concurring with a 
portion of what the distinguished ma
jority leader has just said. 

Mr. Speaker, it is terribly important 
that in the last moment of this debate 
we do not reduce this magnificent exer
cise in free speech to some kind of in
articulate, indecisive mumble which 
sends no clear message of American re
solve. However, if we reject Solarz
Michel and pass Gephardt-Hamilton, 
or, worse, if we pass them both, we may 
preach diplomacy but we will practice 
delay and we will give Saddam Hussein 
the one commodity he needs to prevail. 
That is time. 

A 2-month delay will allow him to 
manipulate the Islamic holy month of 
Ramadan against our Arab allies in the 
international coalition. A 6-month 
delay will force our U.S. commanders 
to decide between combat readiness 
and troop rotation. A delay of 1 year 
might force this body back into session 
to decide whether we need to 
reinstitute a military draft to main
tain our own commitment. And while 
we labor under these decisions, Sad
dam, confident that he will not be 
struck at massively and decisively at a 
point . uncertain, will no doubt refresh 
and fest his troops, stockpile his spare 
parts, deprive his citizens to feed his 
soldiers, and probably work out the 
kinks in his chemical weapons. And I 
cannot even begin to speculate at what 
the luxury of time will do to his ability 
to export terrorism around the region, 
which he has vowed to do. 

Perhaps since I have just returned 
from the gulf, I do not, as many of my 
colleagues do, feel as they do that the 
conflict is avoidable, but I will oppose 
Gephardt-Hamilton because I still want 

to extend diplomacy and not extin
guish it. But what chance does Perez de 
Cuellar or the European foreign min
isters or even those Arab ministers 
who are proposing diplomatic solutions 
have to realize their goal if force is not 
a constant alternative to Saddam's in
transigence? 

We naively presume in this body that 
somehow this man is impressed by our 
tightly reasoned diplomatically appro
priate Western civilization arguments. 
But what model does he have for de
mocracy? Egypt? A country he has al
ready betrayed by going into Kuwait? 
Israel? A country he has vowed to ob
literate? And what is his model for 
Arab moderation and peaceful coexist
ence? Anwar Sadat, now deceased. 

Mr. Speaker, from his narrow frame 
of reference we can only teach Saddam 
Hussein two lessons: We can teach him 
the lesson of Lebanon, in which Amer
ican resolve collapsed under Third 
World terrorism, or we can teach him 
the lesson of Libya, in which the ter
rorist Quadhafi himself finally paid the 
price for his brutality. I know which 
lesson this gentleman will prefer to 
teach. 

Yes, I have been with the congres
sional delegation most recently and 
heard the reports that the Arabs will 
not fight. I have heard that report. For 
what it is worth, I have also heard our 
distinguished majority whip report he 
was told conflict is inevitable and that 
sanctions will take 2 or 3 years. But I 
respect his decision. 

But I ask the Members to respect 
this: I ask them to reject the Gephardt 
solution and rally instead behind the 
resolve and the clearheaded determina
tion of a young soldier who said to us 
when we were in Saudi Arabia last 
week, "Congressman, I really want to 
go home, but I want to go home 
through Kuwait." 

Support the Solarz resolution. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN
GELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Michel-Solarz resolution 
and in opposition to the resolution of
fered by my dear friends, Mr. GEP
HARDT and Mr. HAMILTON. I urge my 
colleagues to vote likewise. 

Mr. Speaker, I have spent much time follow
ing the debate here in the House and also in 
the other body. 

I would like to note first that I served my 
country in time of war, as an infantryman in 
World War II, and through the most extraor
dinary kindness of the Almighty I survived that 
war. 

I detest war. War is death and killing, pain 
and suffering, the bereavement of families, the 
loss of husbands, parents, and wives and chil
dren. Its costs in human terms are awful, its 
costs in economic terms unbelievable. 

I have listened, read, thought, agonized and 
prayed for wisdom and guidance over the hard 
choices before us. They are not easy for any 

of us here, nor are the choices clear. It is im
possible to say who is right or to predict what 
is the best course. History will reveal that to 
us when we look back on this day, and I pray 
our judgment is wise and good for our great 
country and for all Americans-above all, for 
those who are especially at risk standing 
under arms in the Persian Gulf. 

We have voted on House Continuing Reso
lution 1 , the Bennett-Durbin resolution. I voted 
in favor of it, as did most of my colleagues. 
That was the right vote, a correct and proper 
institutional vote. It said the Constitution vests 
in the Congress the power to declare war, and 
that military action by the United States must 
be explicitly approved before military action 
may be initiated. 

I have heard it said that this country should 
not resort to war until it has exhausted every 
method of achieving peace. I agree with that. 
There is no difference of opinion here in the 
House, or in the Senate on the substantive 
questions. We all agree: 

We oppose war. 
We want to avoid the terrible human and 

economic consequences of war. 
Saddam Hussein must leave Kuwait. 
The Persian Gulf area must be restored to 

a state of peace and tranquility. 
We all want the sanctions to be used and to 

establish that they cannot bring success be
fore any military force is used. 

We all want every effort to achieve a peace
ful settlement to be exhausted before this 
country resorts to war and violence. 

The question is not what are our substantive 
goals. Our differences are over how they are 
to be achieved. We differ on methods, and it 
is to these differences that we must address 
our attention. 

I did everything I could, honorably and prop
erly, to prevent the election of George Bush to 
the Presidency in one of the most partisan 
elections in history. Mr. Bush carried my dis
trict, and was elected in a landslide of awe
some proportions. I say this not to explain my 
vote but simply to make clear his constitutional 
legitimacy. 

George Bush in his capacity as President 
has clear constitutional primacy in two areas: 
In the conduct of foreign relations, which is re
served exclusively to the President; and as 
Commander in Chief, where the Constitution 
also gives the President exclusive power. 

We in the Congress, on the other hand, 
have the power to declare war. In some 200 
instances in the history of this Nation, Presi
dents have committed Armed Forces of the 
United States to military action. In only five of 
those instances was there a declaration of war 
by the Congress. That establishes clearly the 
power of the President to act as Commander 
in Chief. 

The Congress should consider the important 
questions of policy here, and has done so now 
for 2 days. We are now preparing to vote, and 
I am satisfied that all Members are voting their 
conscience and convictions after a worthy de
bate, characterized by civility and intelligence. 

As I have observed, the question before us 
is tactical: How to accomplish the substantive 
goals, upon which we all agree, and to do so 
with least risk to our servicemen and women, 
and with the least chance of war and the 
smallest loss of life. 
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The first point to be noted is that the Gep

hardt-Hamilton resolution does not have the 
force and effect of law. It is solely a House 
concurrent resolution. Indeed, the first two res
olutions we vote on today lack, if adopted, the 
force and effect of law. The President will not 
be called upon to sign either of them, and 
cannot refuse to sign them because of the 
form in which they are submitted. 

Those resolutions are, in effect, a statement 
of congressional policy. They are, if you wish, 
a message to the President. They are also a 
message to the world, and to Saddam Hus
sein, and it is he who will be mostly moved by 
that action. 

Politics stops at the water's edge. We are 
all Americans, sharing the same goals of 
peace, freedom, self-determination, human 
dignity and a decent life for all. But the Presi
dent was elected to be our principal nego
tiator, and we are sending our President to 
deal with some of the most important and sen
sitive questions affecting our national security. 
If the Nation, if this House, if this Congress 
expects the President to succeed, we cannot 
send him into the process without all the tools 
his office and the Constitution give him. 

No principal, no negotiator, acting on an im
portant matter can expect success if that ne
gotiator is functioning with only limited author
ity. 

If this Congress wants to protect our troops 
in the Persian Gulf, it is absolutely necessary 
that we give the President the authority to as
sert all his powers. It is also urgent that the 
President have the power to speak, clothed 
with the full backing of the Nation he serves. 

To do less, to reduce the real or apparent 
power of the President to conduct the delicate, 
difficult, and dangerous task is to increase, not 
reduce, the risk of war and all its attendant 
horrors. 

Will the President use these powers well? I 
don't know. I hope so. I pray so. I pray that 
God give him wisdom and grace to do what is 
right and best for all: for the United States, for 
the world, and for the people of the Persian 
Gulf, including, yes, the people of Iraq. 

I do not rejoice at having to decide the is
sues before us. Nor do I rejoice at the way 
they are presented. I have many reservations 
about the way the matter has been conducted 
by the administration, and I have expressed 
those concerns to the President, and to offi
cers of the administration. I have sent a 
lengthy letter to the President urging him in 
the strongest way to let the sanctions work. I 
still hope he will do so. That was clearly a 
sound policy before this debate and will con
tinue to be so. 

I hope that armed action can be avoided. I 
hope that the President can and will handle 
this matter without failure or fault. I cannot as
sure you that he will, or that I will agree with 
him as he continues one of the most difficult 
tasks ever to befall a President. 

I cannot assure you I can or will agree with 
George Bush's conduct of our Persian Gulf 
policy. It may be that I will come to disagree 
with him on these matters, either personally or 
institutionally. If so, I, like the others of my col
leagues, will do what I must do. 

For now, I believe that history will confirm 
that our best chance of saving precious lives 
is to afford the President adequate authority to 

negotiate the issues of concern to us in the 
Persian Gulf from a position of the greatest 
strength. He cannot serve us well with lesser 
powers. 

The choices, as I have said, are not good. 
Had I crafted this debate and this process, I 
would have done it far differently. But the 
choices I would have crafted are not before 
us. 

Diplomacy works, and we want it to work 
here. We want there to be sufficient time for 
it to work. We cannot expect it to work unac
companied by a full expectation by our adver
saries that failure to allow it to work will have 
far worse consequences for them. 

Without that expectation, Saddam Hussein 
has no incentive to negotiate. The efforts of 
everyone now engaged in diplomatic efforts to 
resolve the crisis will face the real probability 
of failure if we do not afford the President the 
necessary support for real negotiations in the 
availability of the military option. 

Saddam Hussein win be watching this de
bate, and he will gauge whether or not the 
pressure will be sufficient to make him nego
tiate or not. The debate here will affect, ad
versely or favorably, the efforts of others to 
achieve diplomatic settlements. 

Do not think that adoption of the Gephardt
Hamilton resolution absolves this body of re
sponsibility or closes the matter. If negotia
tions fail, our Armed Forces may well face 
Saddam on the field of battle and, God forbid, 
it may come soon. 

We are all agreed that our national pur
poses will be carried out. Saddam Hussein out 
of Kuwait; peace, order, and tranquility in the 
gulf-those are our goals. This issue may be 
back here for another vote if the President is 
not successful in negotiating a diplomatic end 
to this matter. I hope, if and when that time 
comes, that we can say we gave the Presi
dent the power he needed to resolve the is
sues diplomatically, on the best terms and 
with the least loss of life. 

I also hope that our Nation, our forces, and 
our situation will be better and stronger at that 
time. I cannot be sure, nor can I assure my 
colleagues, that it will be so. 

This will be the most difficult vote I have 
cast in 35 years of service here. For all of that 
I vote as I do firmly convinced that it affords 
us the best chance of avoiding the horrors of 
war, and the suffering and loss of life that ac
company such an awful event. 

I will vote for the Solarz-Michel resolution. I 
intend to vote against the Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution. I urge my colleagues to do like
wise. 

God bless the United States, God bless our 
fine young men and women in the Persian 
Gulf. May He, in his infinite wisdom and 
power, guide us safely through this difficult 
time. May He give us peace. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICK
MAN]. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. 

I believe, with a great deal of reluc
tance, that diplomacy is best served by 
the threat of imminent military power. 
For that reason, I reluctantly oppose 

the resolution of my colleague, the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT]. 

I rise in support of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion and in opposition to the Hamilton-Gep
hardt resolution. I have listened to my con
stituents, for as their representative, it is my 
role to do my best to reflect their concerns. 
They are, though, divided in their assessment 
of what vote I should cast in these next few 
hours. But I must perform as our Constitution 
requires and the ultimate decision on how I 
vote is mine alone. I share with all my col
leagues the gravity of the charge. It has been 
a difficult struggle. 

I wonder if this Nation can actually insure 
we are setting the course for a tyrant's retreat 
from tyranny. I doubt the world's need for oil 
is dearer than the blood that will be shed for 
it. As the original House sponsor of the U.S. 
Institute of Peace, I believe in conflict resolu
tion but I fear each day is yet another step 
away from all peaceful means of ending this 
crisis. I question the years of confusing and 
mistaken administration foreign policy which 
has led us to this time and place. I anguish 
over the fate of our brave troops. I am haunt
ed by words read long ago, the author since 
forgotten, that said, "War would end if the 
dead could return." 

Yet with all my doubts and all the ramifica
tions of those doubts, I choose to vote to give 
the President the authority he has requested. 
I believe the chances for peace, as we ap
proach the U.N. deadline, are indeed more 
likely if Saddam Hussein believes this great 
country of ours is united. God help me that I 
have made the correct decision, the decision 
that will lead to a speedy resolution, the deci
sion which will, as history is written of this mo
ment, be said to have been the best and most 
honorable decision. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI] is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

0 1250 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Now, my friends, a 

great choice. Not only a question of 
war. In truth, that judgment remains 
with Saddam Hussein. He shall with
draw from Kuwait and the peace shall 
be preserved, or he shall remain. And 
at some point, on some battlefield, 
with some unspoken weapons, war will 
be fought. 

The issue for us is also how to pre
serve the peace, even at this late mo
ment. The Hamilton resolution asks 
you to believe that an adolescent as
sassin, who rose to power assassinating 
his closest friends and allies, who sent 
1 million men to their deaths in the 
war with Iran, who visited upon his 
people 8 years of unspoken deprivation, 
that this man will respond to your pa
tience, because of his deep and abiding 
concern for his people. 

It is, my friends, a triumph of hope 
over reason. Four hundred thousand 
young Americans are on station in 
Saudi Arabia. The most powerful army 
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in history. And still Saddam defies the 
world's demand for justice. 

He does not doubt our power. He does 
not question our weapons. He doubts 
our will. He challenges the proposition 
that our generation possesses the 
strength of purpose, the basic resolve 
of our fathers. 

My friends, send Saddam a message 
that will shake the foundations of 
Baghdad, that the American people are 
filled with a terrible resolve, angered, 
that at this moment in history, still in 
the dawn of our triumph over com
munism, believing that the peace was 
secured for our generation, that he has 
brought the world to war again. Re
solved that international law in our 
time will have meaning, the ambitions 
of Wilson and Roosevelt for order 
among nations, a time when the weak 
would be protected, that there would 
be order among the strong, would be 
known. 

America, I know you are tired. We 
are so few, and we have borne the bur
dens of this world for so long. But his
tory calls us again. George Bush has 
assembled what is arguably the great
est coalition of nations of all time, 
united not for the conquest of anyone, 
with designs on nothing, but for jus
tice, and more, a lasting peace in a new 
time. That coalition is tested in a de
fining moment of the post-cold-war pe
riod, that will tell much about the role 
of our Nation for the rest of our lives, 
and the kind of peace that may endure. 

This is the issue. I have lived through 
my life, my 39 years, with 200 wars. My 
greatest hope for our time is that the 
future be made different from the past. 
That is what we ask. 

One hundred sixty nations have spo
ken. The Security Council has voted. 
The Senate of the United States has 
decided. Now the world watches this 
House. Is our resolve less, our vision 
any different? 

Give an answer that will be heard not 
simply throughout the world, but 
throughout the years; a message that 
every despot and dictator in every cor
ner of this globe will hear. It is a new 
time of international law, with real 
international sanctions for those who 
violate the peace. 

Mr. Speaker, we are a patient people, 
but we shall not visit this moment in 
our history again. This international 
coalition will not endure if the wrong 
judgment is made here today. 

The gift of time that you would give 
Saddam shall not be used for peace, 
God, I wish that it were so, but to pre
pare for war; to build the trenches, to 
provide the traps, to refine the weap
ons that would consume the lives of 
our sons and daughters. 

An hour ago we declared that we 
would use our constitutional preroga
tive. Now is that time. Stand with your 
President, without divisions. 

God bless you as you make your fate
ful choice. And to those young Ameri-

cans in foxholes and tents spread 
across the broad peninsula of Arabia, 
as you listen to our words here today, 
know that we are proud of you, we are 
grateful to you, and Godspeed in your 
mission for America and for a lasting 
peace. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABER
CROMBIE]. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, 
speaking for 19 members of the class of 
1990 in support of the Hamilton-Gep
hardt resolution, we believe that the 
alternatives to war have not been ex
hausted. We will not vote for a declara
tion of war in the Persian Gulf. We call 
on our colleagues to exhaust all efforts 
to secure peace in the area by voting 
for the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution. 

Less than 2 weeks after taking the oath of 
office we face a decision graver than any con
fronted by some of our most senior col
leagues. 

Because we believe that alternatives to war 
have not yet been exhausted, we will not vote 
for a declaration of war in the Persian Gulf. 

Toward that end, we support the Hamilton
Gephardt resolution. Hamilton-Gephardt 
strongly endorses the President's authority to 
enforce sanctions vigorously, to secure an 
Iraqi evacuation of Kuwait, to support our 
fighting men and women in the field, and to 
defend the Saudi borders. 

Hamilton-Gephardt also affirms the constitu
tional requirement for congressional authoriza
tion before the commencement of war and 
calls for our coalition partners to bear a fuller 
share of the costs. 

We call on our colleagues to exhaust all ef
forts to secure peace in the area by voting for 
the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution. 

Members of the class of 1990 supporting 
the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution are: PETE 
PETERSON, THOMAS H. ANDREWS, BERNIE 
SANDERS, WM. J. JEFFERSON, NEIL ABERCROM
BIE, JOHN w. Cox, JR., TIM ROEMER, COLLIN c. 
PETERSON, ROSA L. DELAURO, CALVIN DOOLEY, 
MAXINE WATERS, PATSY T. MINK, JOHN F. 
REED, MIKE KOPETSKI, JOAN KELLY HORN, 
LARRY LAROCCO, BARBARA-ROSE CoLLINS, EL
EANOR HOLMES NORTON, and JAMES MORAN. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman for Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS]. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I endorse 
prayerfully the course which the reso-
1 ution of the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. GEPHARDT] and the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] would put 
us on. 

Mr. Speaker, late last night-or, to be more 
precise, early this morning-I addressed this 
House with my concerns about the President's 
proposed military course of action in the gulf. 
I spoke in support of an alternative that would 
not take us into war until all other reasonable, 
practical options were exhausted. 

Today as we continue to debate this grave 
issue, I would like to make two additional 
points that I believe are important. 

First, a number of speakers have continued 
to make what I consider to be a forced and 
terribly mistaken analogy between the decision 

we face today, and the decision that certain 
European governments made in Munich in 
1938. 

At that time Hitler threatened war if Europe 
did not acquiesce in his demand for Germany 
to annex the Sudetenland region of Czecho
slovakia. In Munich in 1938, representatives of 
the Governments of Great Britain, France, 
Italy, and Germany met on this issue and, 
without the participation of the Government of 
Czechoslovakia, reached an agreement, 
known as the Munich Pact, that conceded the 
Sudetenland to Hitler. 

British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain 
returned to London and announced that he 
had achieved peace in our time. A year later, 
far from satisfied with the acquisition of the 
Sudetenland, but instead strengthened eco
nomically and militarily by that acquisition, Hit
ler invaded Poland, and World War II was un
derway. 

It's always tempting, but often dangerous, to 
try to use historical lessons to guide our 
present decisions. And those who suggest that 
a continuation of the policy of sanctions 
against Iraq and the policy of appeasement at 
Munich are comparable are most egregiously 
distorting history. 

In 1938, the leaders of the European com
munity gave their assent to the invasion, occu
pation, and absorption of the Sudetenland by 
Germany. In 1990 and 1991, the leaders of 
the world community have united to insist that 
Iraq must withdraw completely and uncondi
tionally from Kuwait. And every member of this 
body who has participated in this debate 
agrees with and supports that demand. 

In 1938, the leaders of the European com
munity hoped that their gift of part of the terri
tory of Czechoslovakia would satiate Nazi 
Germany, and did nothing to prepare to stop 
further German aggression. In 1990 and 1991, 
the leaders of the international community 
have mobilized and deployed overwhelming 
armed forces at the borders of Iraq and Ku
wait to ensure that Iraq can undertake no fur
ther aggression. And this body is united in 
support of that policy. 

In 1938, the leaders of the European com
munity let Nazi Germany use the resources of 
the Sudetenland to increase its ability to wage 
what became World War II. In 1990 and 1991, 
the leaders of the world community have insti
tuted against the Iraqi invader the most far
reaching and effective economic embargo and 
sanctions in the history of the world, to force 
it to withdraw from Kuwait and to keep it from 
enjoying any advantage from its aggression. 
And every Member of this body, so far as I am 
aware, supports that embargo and those sanc
tions; our disagreement is over how long we 
let them operate before we resort to force. 

In 1938, the leaders of the European com
munity were weak and irresolute, and allowed 
Hitler to embroil the world in war. In 1990 and 
1991, the leaders of the world community are 
strong and resolute, and will, one way or an
other, compel Saddam Hussein to yield. Our 
only difference is over the means by which we 
will force him to yield, and the timing in adopt
ing those means. 

In short, we don't have similarities between 
this situation and Munich; we have fundamen
tal differences. To suggest otherwise is to 
imply that the only power we have to bring to 
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bear is the full military power of an all-out of
fensive; that the force being used to enforce 
sanctions is not significant and powerful; that 
the economic power of this, the greatest Na
tion on Earth, in conjunction with that of our 
allies and the United Nations, is of no con
sequence; and that all diplomatic efforts are 
now worthless. I do not believe this. Our sanc
tions are being enforced with military power 
and they are working. And worthwhile diplo
matic efforts can still continue. 

To suggest that a continued reliance on 
economic sanctions and diplomatic efforts is 
akin to the justly infamous decision of Munich 
is to misrepresent in a very insidious fashion 
the truth and relevance of history. 

In his testimony last month before the Sen
ate Armed Services Committee, Gen. David C. 
Jones, former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, suggested that, instead of looking to Mu
nich, that we look to the beginning of the First 
World War for wisdom: 

One often looks for historical precedents to 
lend context to dramatic events and the 
press has been full of comparisons between 
Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait and 
Hitler's annexation of Czechoslovakia prior 
to World War II. No analogy is perfect, but 
the current course of events strikes me as 
more reminiscent of World War I than World 
War II. In 1914, the contending powers set in 
motion a mobilization and deployment jug
gernaut that soon achieved a momentum of 
its own. Each side's reaction to the other's 
growing force levels and troop movements 
became, in itself, the rationale for war and 
the terrible slaughter that followed. 

The second thing I believe all of us should 
consider in this decision is why our European 
and Japanese allies continue to balk at sup
porting the military endeavor the President is 
considering. These allies say they are behind 
us. 

If they agree that vital interests are at stake, 
they should be standing with us shoulder to 
shoulder, with their fair share of troops, mate
riel, and funds. They should fully share the 
military, economic, and political prices and 
risks. But they aren't. We should ask our
selves-why not? 

This is a fundamental question. After all, we 
have committed over 400,000 troops, and our 
financial costs will likely exceed $35 billion, 
even if no shot is ever fired. War would almost 
certainly cost us thousands of casualties and 
scores of billions of dollars more. 

Europe has committed perhaps one-tenth 
that number of troops, Japan none; and com
bined they have made pledges of perhaps $1 O 
billion in loans, equipment donations, eco
nomic aid to front-line states, and some cash. 

This is predominantly an overwhelmingly 
American effort. And as a result, any political 
damage that accrues in the region, any bur
den of terrorism, from Arab States and Muslim 
populations, will also likely be placed on 
American shoulders. 

We should ask ourselves why this is the 
case, given that our country is less dependent 
on Persian Gulf oil than Japan or any other 
European country. 

Sixty-three percent of Japan's oil comes 
from the Persian Gulf. Yet it has committed no 
troops, its volunteer medical force of 19 doc
tors left the region last month, and its miserly 
$4 billion donation turns out to be mostly 

loans. The Netherlands, Spain, and Italy get 
100 percent, 59 percent and 36 percent of 
their oil, respectively, from the gulf. Yet none 
of these nations have sent troops, and none 
have made financial contributions to the 
Desert Shield effort-although they may be 
participating in a European Community eco
nomic aid program for front-line states. France 
obtains 38 percent of its oil from the gulf, and 
England 16 percent; these nations have at 
least sent · some troops-as of late December, 
about 33,000, with several thousand more 
pledged-and materiel. 

We should ask ourselves why this is the 
case, given that European and Asian countries 
cannot count on the geographic distance we 
have from Iraq-and its rapidly developing war 
machine-missiles, chemical, and biological 
weapons, and in the future, possibly nuclear 
weapons. 

Part of the answer may be that our Euro
pean and Japanese allies do not believe war 
is yet an acceptable or necessary action. If 
that is the case, perhaps our country should 
listen more carefully to their concerns. 

But just as plausibly, these countries may 
simply be letting America pay the costs that 
eventually the world would otherwise have to 
pay to reign in the aggressive dictatorship in 
Iraq. That is both shameful and unacceptable. 
And it threatens the ultimate successful reso
lution of this conflict. 

Whether this is eventually resolved through 
sanctions or through military force, it will be 
terribly unwise for us to allow the effort to be 
labeled "American," rather than global. Our re
gional interests and relationships, and our abil
ity to play a constructive role in working to
ward a more stable, peaceful, and democratic 
Middle East, would suffer greatly if Iraq and its 
allies-including extremist and religious 
groups throughout the region-succeed in put
ting an American label on these efforts. 

The failure of Europe and Japan to meet 
their responsibilities hurts our efforts in the 
gulf and hurts our country. It will be the great
est and most outrageous irony for this country 
to have to borrow tens of billions of dollars 
from the Europeans and Japanese to finance 
a war to protect their interests, and, while pay
ing it back, further cede to them critical eco
nomic advantage. We deserve better coopera
tion from them. 

To their credit, and to the President's credit, 
many of our Arab allies have contributed sig
nificant levels of both financial and military
including troop-support. However, many of 
these Arab troops are not front-line troops and 
are not committed to the mission we are about 
to embrace. This must also be addressed. 

Finally, I would simply like to insert into this 
debate the words of the commander of our 
troops in the gulf, General Schwarzkopf, who 
spoke about sanctions and war in late October 
of last year. He said: 

Golly, the sanctions have only been in ef
fect about a couple of months* * *.And now 
we are starting to see evidence that the 
sanctions are pinching. So why should we 
say, "OK, gave them two months, didn't 
work. Let's get on with it and kill a whole 
bunch of people?" That's crazy. That's crazy. 
You don't go out there and say, OK, let's 
have a nice war today. God Almighty, that 
war could last a long time, and kill an awful 

lot of people. And so we've just got to be pa
tient. 

As the President continues to work toward a 
resolution of this conflict, I pray that he heeds 
General Schwarzkopf's wise advice. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
TORRES]. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express the overwhelming sentiments 
of the American people, of my congres
sional district, who have implored upon 
me on behalf of their sons and daugh
ters to support the Hamilton-Gephardt 
resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, during Vietnam, I stood 
by as a witness to the national an
guish, the peoples' frustration, and the 
unintended consequences which we 
continue to pay for today. 

Eight years ago, I came to Congress 
fully prepared that I would probably 
have to cast a vote in a war between 
two great superpowers. That never hap
pened and the cold war is behind us. 

With the dawning of a new age in the 
post-cold-war, with the promise of a 
better world, I find it incredulous we 
are now engaged in a momentous vote 
that could usher in a war that would 
pale Vietnam. Have we not learned 
from the lessons of history? Must we 
once again give to the President a 
blank check to carry out a war under 
doubtful circumstances? 

Is this another Tonkin Gulf resolu
tion? I believe it is. And I can well re
member, as I'm sure you do the con
sequences and price that this Nation 
has had to pay for that ill-conceived 
resolution. 

With all due respect for the talents of 
President Bush-he has employed his 
considerable skills to ally the world 
against Iraq-he has not articulated to 
my satisfaction why an invasion of Ku
wait and Iraq is in our best interest. 

Why should the United States risk 
thousands of American lives and spend 
billions of dollars to protect Saudi Ara
bia and Kuwait in order to provide 
Japan and Europe with cheap oil? 

Why should American men and 
women die in Kuwait and Iraq so that 
the multinational oil corporations con
tinue to reap huge profits for Kuwaitis 
who have not supplied soldiers in their 
own defense, while Americans may die 
to perpetuate a monarchy that has no 
commitment to democratic values. 

Mr. Speaker, the first service cas
ualty without us having fired a shot in 
the gulf was a constituent of mine. Sgt. 
Campisi of West Covina. That number 
of noncombat deaths has grown to 98. 
Indeed, 98 deaths too many for us to 
bear and if the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion is adopted these numbers will be 
multiplied a thousand fold. 

The many Latino veterans of my dis
trict have called upon me to not repeat 
the horrible lessons of Vietnam. 
Latinos, as American servicemen were 
over represented in combat units and 
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in the front lines and while they rep
resent 5 percent of the U.S. population, 
they suffered 20 percent of the casual
ties. The war in Vietnam as one in the 
Persian Gulf will again bring dis
proportionate higher casualties of mi
nority troops. 

Mr. Carlos Munoz, Jr., a distin
guished professor of politics and his
tory at USC, Berkeley has recently 
written that 36 to 40 percent of combat 
troops in the Persian Gulf are Hispanic 
Americans. 

Make no mistake, having lived 
through the Korean conflict as a serv
iceman, and having been witness to the 
Vietnam war, I know the high cost of 
war, both when we win, and when we 
lose. In the case of Korea, our victory 
cost thousands of lives and billions of 
dollars to station United States troops 
there in perpetuity. 

In the case of Vietnam, our loss cost 
us thousands of lives and billions of 
dollars, much of it squandered, in a 
military buildup unparalleled in his
tory. Either way, win or lose, war is 
costly. 

This Nation, under the wraps of a re
cession already in place, with tax
payers bearing the cost of billions of 
dollars in failed savings and loans; with 
the expectation of serious problems in 
our banking system; with unemploy
ment beginning to escalate, we can lit
tle afford to engage in a war with a na
tional deficit of $330 billion for 1991. 

Mr. Speaker, today on this, my first 
substantive vote in the 102d Congress, I 
cannot vote for war. War should be our 
last resort after all diplomatic and eco
nomic efforts have failed. War should 
be our defensive strategy, not our of
fensive posture. 

I will vote against the Michel-Solarz 
resolution which is a declaration of 
war. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. STALLINGS]. 

Mr. STALLINGS. Mr. Speaker, I have de
cided to support the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
lution. I urge my colleagues to do likewise. 

Mr. Speaker, I have supported the President 
to this point because I believe it is imperative 
that Saddam Hussein be forced to reverse his 
occupation of Kuwait and understand that his 
actions are unacceptable to us and to the 
other civilized nations of the world. But I also 
believe that in this effort, war, with all its at
tendant human and strategic costs, should be 
a course of last resort. 

Our President initially told us that above all, 
we needed to have patience and resolve. I 
agreed then, and I still do. I am not persuaded 
that we have exhausted the options of sanc
tions and of diplomacy. We owe the effort to 
ourselves and to the mothers and fathers, and 
the sons and daughters of our troops. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to address this 
body from my perspective as a professor of 
history. I am concerned about a misuse of his
tory in this debate. The notion that this is a 
new Munich, an appeasement, simply doesn't 
stand up to scrutiny. 

We are not withdrawing from the field. We 
intend to pursue sanctions aggressively-I 
hope even more aggressively than we have to 
this point. We are not telling Saddam Hussein, 
as Chamberlain told Hitler, that we will leave 
him alone with Kuwait in his hands as long as 
he assures us he wants nothing more. Instead 
we are resolved that he will be an increasingly 
debilitated outcast from the community of na
tions until he leaves Kuwait. 

Nor are we facing an action by a world
class industrialized power with a growing mili
tary machine capable of overwhelming those 
just across the borders. The Armed Forces as
sembled in the gulf make it impossible for 
Saddam Hussein to continue his aggressive 
actions. 

So I ask my colleagues to be careful with 
history. There may well come a time when we 
must resort to war. But when we talk, for now, 
about sanctions, we are not talking about ap
peasement, we are talking about tactics, and 
about the most constructive way of bringing 
pressure on Hussein to get him out of Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, we have heard much over the 
last months and days about the notion that we 
are establishing a new world order. I agree 
that we are doing so. It is a new day. That 
makes it all the more important that we think 
very carefully about the nuances of our reac
tion. 

I can think of no other war in this century 
that we entered for the reasons, or under the 
circumstances, that face us now. In all our 
other wars, both popular and unpopular, our 
physical integrity or our fundamental political 
system has been under direct attack. In World 
War I, our shipping was being attacked and 
sunk. In World War II, Pearl Harbor had been 
devastated by bombers and fighters. Korea in
volved an invasion by Communists openly 
hopeful of destroying democracy as an ideol
ogy. In Vietnam we faced similar Communist 
subversion. 

The present situation does not equate to 
any of these. 

If we accept that we are setting the ground 
rules for a new era, for a new emerging global 
order, we must carefully ask and consider a 
question I have not yet heard posed: 

Do we really want to set ourselves up as 
the enforcer of this new world order. Why not 
choose to be a partner? And is it not through 
uncompromising patience, and firm sanctions 
and skillful diplomacy, that we will emerge as 
a partner and leader, instead of merely the 
chief enforcer? 

It is easy, in this instance, to identify Kuwait 
as a nation deserving of our protection and ef
forts. There are, however, smoldering conflicts 
all around the globe. Are we to have respon
sibilities as an armed enforcer in each of 
those as well? As we speak, for example, the 
Soviet Union is using military force to surpress 
fledgling democracies in the Salties. Do we 
send our young men and women to protect 
the integrity of Latvia or Lithuania? They are 
certainly as deserving of our protection as Ku
wait. 

We are launching into uncharted and peril
ous waters, and while we must never fear to 
do so, we must never do so blindly either. Be
fore we rush headlong into this rule as the 
armed enforcer of the new world order, I 
would like to have a firm sense of the pararn-

eters of that role. We are making history here, 
and the historical precedent we are setting 
may pull us in directions and into conflicts we 
deeply regret. So let us not shy away from our 
responsibilities, but let us set the precedent 
carefully and deliberately. 

Mr. Speaker, before I conclude I must also 
express our thanks and gratitude to the young 
men and women of our Armed Forces who 
are serving in the Persian Gulf. Sanctions and 
diplomacy do not betray them. Instead, contin
ued sanctions would validate the actions of 
our men and women in the gulf, and the enor
mous accomplishment their presence has al
ready made possible. They have drawn a line 
and placed themselves on the line, selflessly 
and loyally, as Americas soldiers have always 
done. The willingness of our young men and 
women to answer their country's call is pre
cisely the reason the final call must not be 
given before we have exhausted our other op
tions. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. MAZ
ZOLI]. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
proud support of the Gephardt-Hamil
ton resolution, and in opposition to the 
Solarz-Michel resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. ESPY]. 

Mr. ESPY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
majority leader for yielding. I do not 
believe in death by deadline. I believe 
there are other alternatives which are 
viable left to us before we turn this 
great country to war. Therefore, after 
a lot of soul searching, I announce my 
support in favor of Hamilton-Gephardt. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise before this body in an 
hour of grave deliberation, to speak in support 
of the Gephardt-Hamilton resolution. I have 
come to this decision after much soul search
ing. I support Gephardt-Hamilton, and oppose 
the resolution offered by Mr. SOLARZ and the 
distringuished minority leader because I do not 
believe in death by deadline. 

The time has come when I, along with all of 
my colleagues, have to make the most serious 
and far-reaching decision of my tenure as a 
Member of this Congress. From my State of 
Mississippi, 7 ,270 courageous and committed 
men and women have been called to active 
duty for the Persian Gulf. While Mississippi 
has only 1 percent of the Nation's population, 
its Guard and Reserve units make up 2 per
cent of the total forces called into active duty. 

I have listened to the debates. I have read 
all salient materials I could obtain. I have at
tended relevant hearings. I have commu
nicated with my constituents. I have traveled 
to the Persian Gulf and I have talked to our 
courageous men and women in the desert. 
They are committed, and I have no doubt that 
if called upon they will be victorious. 

I have searched my heart, my soul, and my 
conscience. My conclusion is that the Hamil
ton-Gephardt resolution offers the wisest 
course for the United States and the world at 
this time. We cannot render a sentence of 
death by deadline to our sons and daughters, 
wives and husbands, fathers and mothers in 
the Persian Gulf. 
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In my travels to the Persian Gulf I visited 

with President Mubarek of Egypt, talked with 
our military leaders, and met with our Israeli 
friends. I am convinced that at this time there 
are better alternatives than war. 

We need to demonstrate patience at a time 
when it is very tempting to become impatient. 
The economic sanctions appear to be working, 
though they are working slowly. The inter
national embargo has effectively eliminated 
virtually all of Iraq's exports, blocked over 90 
percent of their imports, and cut its GNP in 
half. Continued sanctions should reduce Iraq's 
GNP to approximately 30 percent of its pre-in
vasion level. William Webster, Director of the 
CIA, has testified that continued sanctions will 
increasingly diminish Iraq's military power as 
Saddam Hussein is unable to obtain the mate
rials necessary to maintain and replenish his 
stock of armaments. 

Additionally, this embargo appears to be our 
most effective means for deterring Saddam 
Hussein's ability to add destructive nuclear 
weapons to his arsenal. A country as great as 
ours can afford to be patient while sanctions 
weaken Saddam. Even in this situation, pa
tience is a virtue. 

Further, I am not convinced that we have 
adequately exhausted all channels for nego
tiating a peaceful settlement in the Persian 
Gulf. This crisis began because Saddam Hus
sein refused to consider negotiation as a 
·means of resolving his differences with Ku
wait. How ironic and tragic it would be if this 
crisis ends, with the cost of thousands of inno
cent lives, because the greatest military power 
on Earth, the United States of America, was 
too impatient to allow sanctions and negotia
tions to work. As President John F. Kennedy 
once said, "let us never negotiate out of fear, 
but let us never fear to negotiate." 

We should negotiate, not to reward 
agression, but to address the legitimate issues 
that have precipitated this crisis. We should 
negotiate because the new world order we all 
seek will be no different from the old if inter
national disputes are resolved by force, before 
all other options have been exhausted. 

Six hours of talking at one another rather 
than to one another in Geneva by Secretary of 
State Baker and Minister Aziz does not con
stitute a reasonable attempt at negotiation. I 
believe we owe it to our brave men and 
women who are prepared to sacrifice their 
lives to give diplomacy and sanctions time to 
work. I believe we need to be patient, and 
give the diplomatic efforts which the United 
Nations, Algeria, and France and the rest of 
the international community have initiated a 
chance to work. 

While I was in the gulf, I also became con
vinced that the multinational alliance is not 
"us," but mostly the United States. We have 
committed 375,000 men and women to the re
gion. We will have spent in excess of $31 bil
lion in incremental costs by the end of this fis
cal year if we do not engage in war. If we go 
to war, the financial costs alone will likely ex
ceed $1 billion a day. 

Other countries such as Japan and Ger
many have pledged financial help, but most of 
it has yet to arrive. Of $4 billion pledged by 
the Japanese, only $450 million has been re
ceived. That is a paltry sum ·from a country 
which receives 63 percent of its oil from the 

Persian Gulf. Of $2 billion pledged by the Ger
mans, only $100 million has been received. 
Our allies are willing to hold our coats while 
we go fight. 

In the gulf, I saw over 400 Mitsubishi four by 
four jeeps donated by the Government of 
Japan. But they were being driven by Amer
ican soldiers. The Japanese are prepared to 
contribute their cars, and some of their cash, 
but not their children. Where are the sons and 
daughters of those who receive more oil from 
the Persian Gulf than we do? Before we fight, 
the alliance must be truly multinational, and it 
must be only after we have exhausted every 
other option. 

Mr. Speaker, my family has a history of as
sociation with death. I was raised in the fu
neral home business, and I cannot count the 
times I have been called upon to comfort 
mothers, fathers, sisters, brothers, husbands 
and wives after the death of a loved one. I 
know that Mississippi would likely have more 
casualties per capita in a war than any other 
State. Mr. Speaker, I will attend those funer
als. But before it comes to that, I want to know 
in my heart that I can look those loved ones 
in the eye and tell them that I did everything 
possible, that I exhausted every reasonable 
opportunity, that I went the last mile for peace. 

Before we go to war to pursue what some 
see as our vital interests, we need to exhaust 
every opportunity for peace. And before we go 
to war, we must be absolutely certain that our 
vital interests are at stake. After Iraq invaded 
Kuwait, President Bush swiftly ordered Amer
ican troops to the gulf in a defensive posture 
to prevent an invasion of Saudi Arabia. I sup
port that action because clearly we could not 

. risk Saddam's controlling the entire Persian 
Gulf. But the world has adjusted to the situa
tion in Kuwait. Eighty percent of the world's oil 
has not been affected. 

Also, Kuwait is not a democracy, it is a 
monarchy. We need to repel the invasion of 
Kuwait, because Saddam must not keep the 
fruits of his aggression. But I do not believe at 
this time that we need to do so at a cost of 
thousands of American lives. We need to give 
sanctions and diplomacy a chance. And no 
matter how we do it, we don't need to do it 
alone. 

Mr. Speaker I am convinced that if we do go 
to war, our troops will be victorious. America 
and the Congress will stand behind our Presi
dent and our troops. We will give them every
thing they need for a decisive victory. But if 
we can do the job without war, we must. Let 
us be patient. Death by deadline is not a rea
sonable alternative. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from New York [Ms. 
SLAUGHTER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, because I believe with all my 
heart that it is the best course for the 
United States of America, I support the 
Hamilton-Gephardt resolution. 

For the first time since Vietnam, America is 
poised to fight a major war. Never before in 
history have we committed so many young 
men and women so quickly against a nation 
that did not directly threaten our borders. Soon 
our troop strength will total more than 400,000 
troops in the Persian Gulf. Vietnam took us 5 

years to build up such a huge military pres
ence. In the Persian Gulf, it has taken less 
than 6 months. 

President Bush has promised that he will 
not repeat the mistakes of Vietnam and that 
any offensive military action against Iraq will 
be quick and decisive. While I have great con
fidence in our military, I know that life is not 
a Rambo movie and that any major offensive 
against a brutal regime like Iraq involves great 
risks and great costs. We must consider fully 
the cost of war in terms of the loss of human 
lives and human suffering. 

How many Americans will die if we go to 
war? It is a question my constituents raise 
back home every day in their letters and their 
phone calls to me. The estimates are appall
ing. Consider these: 5,000 Americans dead 
and 15,000 wounded in the first 1 O days said 
Newsweek; 10,000 dead and 35,000 wounded 
in a successful 90-day campaign to take 
Baghdad said the Center for Defense Informa
tion; as many as 30,000 dead in 20 days, said 
Jack Anderson quoting from "top secret Pen
tagon estimates" Whatever the figure, the 
prospect of casualties by the tens of thou
sands is something we can't ignore. 

There are other costs as well. 
What will be the cost, for example, of caring 

for a new generation of disabled veterans, 
who will require a lifetime of medical care as 
a result of a Persian Gulf war? Today, our 
country is hard pressed to humanely care for 
those American heroes traumatized by past 
wars. Every week, my office helps veterans 
searching desperately for adequate health 
care, only to find that the Veterans' Adminis
tration cannot meet their needs . 

What, will be the cost of war to our entire 
economy? Will our peace dividend evaporate 
forever in the sands of Saudi Arabia and with 
it our hopes for new domestic investments in 
deficit reduction, in education, in health care? 

Will the burden of shouldering the costs of 
this war, without the promised help of our al
lies, cause our economy to collapse? 

And what will be the costs of war for the 
United States in the new world order? Will at
tacking Iraq simply increase a sense of world 
disorder? Will our new extensions of friendship 
to Syria and China-countries known for ter
rorism and suppressing freedom of expres
sion--help lessen tensions? Or will these ges
tures encourage other regimes to adopt similar 
tactics within their own countries. 

In raising these questions, I want no one to 
conclude that I condone Iraq's invasion of Ku
wait. I abhor the atrocities perpetrated on Ku
wait and its people. Just as I abhor the atroc
ities committed on Tibet by China and on Leb
anon by our new friend Asad. But I know of 
no Member in Congress who believes that 
Iraq can be allowed to remain in Kuwait. 

The key question we are considering today 
is whether we have given diplomacy and eco
nomic sanctions enought time to work. The 
potential costs of waging war is so great that 
we should postpone military action until we 
are absolutely convinced that diplomacy and 
economic sanctions will not work. 

Even the President's own CIA Director 
Wiliam Webster agrees. The sanctions, he 
testified, have a dramatic impact on Iraq's 
economy. 
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And two former chairmen of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff have seen no reason to rush into war. 
I was particularly impressed by Adm. William 
Crowe's statement: "I cannot understand, he 
said, why some consider our international alli
ance strong enough to conduct intense hos
tilities but too fragile to hold together while we 
attempt a peaceful solution." 

Paul Nitze, former President Reagan's spe
cial adviser on arms control, argued that a sta
ble world order was more likely to result 
through successful sanctions than through all
out war. Success through sanctions would 
lower the risk of violence and disruption in the 
region; it would likely maintain our access to 
Middle East oil, and it could halt the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons. Nitze concludes, 
sanctions are worth pursuing. 

This Chamber is no stranger to Saddam 
Hussein and the threats he poses in the Mid
dle East. And I recall only last July 24, to be 
exact, 6 days prior to the invasion of Kuwait, 
when we voted to impose tough sanctions 
against Iraq. And I dare say that numbers of 
persons here tonight, who have characterized 
him as the new Hitler, voted against those 
sanctions. 

But nonetheless, the House voted to cut off 
new financial credits and export guarantees to 
Iraq until President Bush certified that Iraq 
was in compliance with the international 
agreements on human rights and weapons of 
nonprofliferation. And the State Department 
fought us every step of the way. 

Ironically, while we were reacting to Iraq's 
buildup of troops along the border of Kuwait, 
our Ambassador in Baghdad, April Glaspie, 
was telling Saddam Hussein in a face-to-face 
meeting that-and I quote, "We have no opin
ion on the Arab-Arab conflicts, like your border 
disagreement with Kuwait." 

And colleagues, I submit to you that future 
debates on this issue will revolve around the 
face-to-face meeting. 

In preparing for this debate today, and for 
this vote that is obviously going to be the most 
crucial of any of our lives; I reread the Gulf of 
Tonkin debate and couldn't help but be struck 
by the similarities of almost everything said on 
the floor then has been said on the floor again 
today. 

It seems that the very least we could have 
learned from that debate is that patience will 
not hurt. That peace is better than war. That 
life is better than death. And that we can sup
port the Gephardt-Hamilton resolution tomor
row with a good conscience and a good heart 
and know that we have done our best for our 
country and for its future. 

[From the Nation, Dec. 24, 1990] 
CHOOSE PEACE 

The choice in the Persian Gulf conflict has 
never been between sanctions and force. It is 
between peace and war, between life and 
death. The party of death, which prefers self
descriptions that cover its thirst for con
quest with appeals to the great tradition of 
just wars and lesser evils, has since August 2 
seen sanctions as a kind of ritualistic fore
play to the violent penetration of an entire 
region of the globe. President Bush manipu
lated the various United Nations sanctions 
votes as he sent Secretary of State Baker to 
bribe and buy a favorable "use of force" reso
lution, putting a specious international gloss 
on his deadly designs for war and, not incon-

sequentially, buying time for the Pentagon 
to amass the most destructive invasion force 
since D-Day. The issue is not how soon, or 
how effectively, sanctions would work. It is 
how soon Bush believes he can get away with 
abandoning them. The polls, the pressures of 
a self-aggrandizing war coalition and the un
certain formations of a nascent antiwar 
movement will set the time frame-rather 
than any true test of sanctions themselves. 
(For an assessment of the costs of war, see 
the special report beginning on page 791.) 

Of course sanctions can work. They do all 
the time, whether imposed by one or two na
tions or an entire world organization. What 
needs to be decided in every instance is what 
constitutes "working" and how long a period 
is deemded acceptable. In South Africa inter
national sanctions provided necessary con
text and specific impetus for historic conces
sions by the white rulers. But as Brian 
Urquhart, U.N. political under secretary for 
eighteen years, points out: "There have 
never been sanctions of this complexity or 
this comprehensive. And Iraq is uniquely 
vulnerable to sanctions. It has a single eco
nomic base and a poor industrial infrastruc
ture." 

Sanctions rarely, if ever, bring uncondi
tional surrender. That requires overwhelm
ing military devastation, the extermination 
of civilian populations and the reduction of a 
nation's economic life to rubble. To bring 
Iraq to its knees, the United States will have 
to exceed by several degrees the level of an
nihilation reached in three years of war in 
Korea and a dozen years in Indochina. A nu
clear bomb or two or three would do the 
trick nicely. 

Why should unconditional surrender be the 
goal of U.S. policy in the gulf? Sanctions 
have a much better chance of forcing Iraqi 
concessions in a shorter time and with much 
less misery than war. But Bush is running 
out of "patience" after four months. What 
that means is that he is finished with the 
foreplay and wants to get on with the action. 
If his talk-show surrogates Defense Sec
retary Cheney and Vice President Quayle are 
to be believed, Bush has already decided that 
Saddam Hussein and independent Iraqi power 
have to be stopped sooner or later, and it had 
better be sooner. If that's true, Baker's mis
sion to Baghdad is intended solely to deliver 
an ultimatum for surrender, not to open a 
dialogue for peace. 

No conceivable interest of the United 
States would be served by aborting the sanc
tions process and sending an invasion in its 
place. Saddam has shown every intention of 
modulating his most offensive policies-
holding hostages, starving the U.S. Embassy 
in Kuwait, pillaging his conquered terri
tory-while there is the possibility of discus
sion with the United States. There's every 
reason to believe that with sanctions in force 
and talks in progress, most if not all of the 
U.N.'s August demands can be met without 
the catastrophe of war. In the meantime, 
U.S. ground forces can be steadily reduced. 
Enough firepower would remain in naval and 
air units to keep the sanctions "working." 
That's all that's needed, if the revocation of 
Iraq's claim to Kuwait and containment of 
further aggression are really the aims of the 
military presence in the gulf. The rest is 
overkill. 

If there were a way to substitute a true 
U.N. command for what no one doubts is a 
unilateral U.S. effort in the gulf, it would be 
so much the better. But the demise of the 
cold war and the decline of much of the 
Third World's economy have made the U.N. a 
sitting duck for U.S. manipulation. We 

should do all we can to strengthen the U.N. 
as an instrument for the peaceful settlement 
of world disputes, but let us not delude our
selves: The old socialist bloc is irrevocably 
broken, and the ever-promising nonaligned 
group is practically non-functional now that 
there's only one world power. France and 
Britain are toothless has-beens, and Ger
many and Japan are effectively removed 
from power in U.N. circles because of their 
exclusion from permanent membership on 
the Security Council. 

Gorbachev probably exercised a restraining 
influence, but when it came to a vote Baker 
bought the Russians for an estimated S4 bil
lion in aid from the sheiks. He bribed 
Egypt's Mubarak with $14 million in forgiven 
debts. Syria's Assad, whose own brand of 
Baathist fascism is no second to Saddam's, 
got Sl billion in arms aid and a go-ahead to 
wipe out all opposition to its puppet control 
of Beirut-by massacre, Assad's favorite tac
tic, where necessary. Turkey was promised 8 
or 9 billion dollars' worth more in U.S. weap
ons, support for its application to join the 
European Community, and a big increase in 
its quota for textile exports to the United 
States. And for abstaining on the war resolu
tion, China got a $114.3 million loan from the 
World Bank and a trip around official Wash
ington for its Foreign Minister-the first 
break in a promised reintegration of the 
Dengist fascists of Beijing into the free
world comity. 

In the middle run and the real world, the 
key to peace lies in Washington. Those op
posed to war-both inside official circles and 
outside in the streets, campuses and con
ference halls-have more power than they 
may think to keep Bush from acting the war 
party animal. The party of peace must de
mand that he stick to sanctions, start talk
ing about settlements and moderate the 
military buildup. Such a course might take 
six months, a year or longer to "work." But 
if peace is not worth waiting for, nothing is. 

THE COSTS OF WAR 

"This will not be another Vietnam," says 
George Bush. Agreed: The Iraqi Syndrome 
from which we will one day suffer, if war 
comes, will be different from the Vietnam 
Syndrome-and perhaps much worse. For the 
Pentagon the main lesson of Vietnam was to 
avoid gradual escalation. This time, the 
military will use maximum firepower from 
day one. "The lethality of the battlefield in 
a single day will overshadow the whole Viet
nam War," says Marine Col. Carl Fulford. 
Second, Vietnam was the engine that drove 
the economy for more than a decade of sus
tained growth, but war with Iraq is more 
likely to deepen the present recession. Third, 
while Vietnam defied the predictions of the 
domino theorists, war with Iraq will trigger 
incalculable repercussions in the Middle 
East. This time we will not be able to retire 
and sulk over distant wreckage; it may pur
sue us into every corner of our lives. 

Those who have planned the Bush Adminis
tration's war-fighting strategy assume that 
it was the incremental conduct of the war in 
Vietnam that bred public alienation. But 
that has led to a central fallacy: that there 
is only oneway-the Vietnam way-that war 
will traumatize and divide the American 
people. Already, public anxiety is at a pitch 
that it did not reach for years over Vietnam. 
If the likely costs of a gulf war were spelled 
out, it would only grow more acute. 

But Bush, like Lyndon Johnson and Rich
ard Nixon before him, prefers not to be en
cumbered by informed public debate. Here, 
for all the differences, is the continuity be-
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tween Vietnam and Iraq. Twenty years ago, 
thanks to the Pentagon Papers, we learned 
some of what had been suppressed. Today, we 
cannot know for certain what the Adminis
tration is keeping from us about the costs of 
war. But here are some informed guesses. 

THE BATTLEFIELD 

For weeks all the talk was of air superi
ority. There was the optimists' Top Gun sce
nario, in which Saddam Hussein would be 
driven out by a two- or three-day aerial 
blitzkrieg, and the longer-range bombing 
campaign proposed by analysts such as Ed
ward Luttwak, who believe that even a suc
cessful ground war would be so devastating 
that it would cost George Bush his presi
dency. But air power "alone didn't work on 
the Ho Chi Minh trail, and it won't work on 
the battlefield of the future," says Gen. Ed 
Scholes, chief of staff for most of the Army 
troops in Saudi Arabia. Gen. Colin Powell, 
during Senate hearings on December 3, ap
peared to agree, deriding the reliance on air 
power as an "alleged low-cost, incremental, 
may-work" strategy. He too would start 
with airstrikes, but in order to create the 
best conditions for an inevitable ground war. 
This in turn could take a number of courses, 
depending on whether the goal was to force 
Iraq out of Kuwait or whether, as many de
fense analysts believe, it would necessarily 
involve an assault on Baghdad. 

The combined air-sea ground operation 
that Powell foresees would kill more Iraqis 
than Americans-perhaps three times as 
many. Countless civilians would also be 
killed or wounded-100,000 or more if Bagh
dad is attacked, according to the Center for 
Defense Information (C.D.I.), a Washington 
think tank staffed by retired military offi
cers. Many more will be at risk if chemical 
warfare installations are bombed. 

But the debate in the United States will 
necessarily turn on U.S. casualties. "The 
American people will support this operation 
until body bags come home," said Air Force 
Chief of Staff Gen. Michael Dugan in the in
famous interview that led to his dismissal. 
The body bags, unfortunately, will be coming 
home in great numbers. (For comparison, 
bear in mind U.S. death on the battlefield in 
other conflicts since World War II: Vietnam 
47,244; Korea 33,629; Panama 23; Grenada 19.) 

5,000 dead and 15,000 wounded in the first 
ten days (Newsweek)-as many as in an aver
age year in Vietnam. 

10,000 dead and 35,000 wounded in a success
ful ninety-day campaign to take Baghdad 
(C.D.I.). 

As many as 30,000 dead in twenty days, 
says columnist Jack Anderson, citing "top
secret Pentagon estimates." 

The Pentagon has in place blood supplies 
to treat 4,000 casualties per day-a heavier 
casualty rate than at Iwo Jima. 
It may also be helpful to consider the only 

direct recent precedent for a short, intense 
desert war-the 1973 Arab-Israeli conflict, 
which produced 20,000 casualties in two 
weeks. Let's also be clear that "casualties" 
means the wounded as well as the dead. Be
cause of new battlefield technology devel
oped sinced 1973, "things are going to happen 
to people that we have never seen before," in 
the words of one U.S. weapons designer. Mili
tary surgeons and the V.A. hospitals are un
prepared, for example, to handle "blast 
lung" and "metal fume fever" and the other 
arcane and nightmarish injuries that will af
flict tank and armored vehicle crews. Weap
ons expert Donald Kennedy, writing in the 
military journal Armor, says this is "a sub
ject that most governments do not wish to 

publicize for fear of its effect on their armed 
forces." 

The lower of the body counts we have cited 
depend on everything going right on the bat
tlefield. But it never does. Murphy's Law was 
invented by the military. The death toll 
could rise to Korean War levels, or higher, in 
any of a number of circumstances. (1) How 
effective will the Iraqi defense of Kuwait 
City be? Iraq's strategy, rather like the Viet 
Cong's, will be to inflict casualty levels that 
are politically unacceptable in the United 
States. (2) U.S. air superiority is not a given, 
especially if the Iraqis have mastered the 
U.S.-made Hawk missile systems they are 
believed to have seized in Kuwait. (3) High 
technology often disappoints those infatu
ated with it. The F-117 Stealth fighter, 
which was a flop in Panama, will be an es
sential element of the air war. The M-1 tank 
is untested in desert conditions, and the Is
raelis believe it may prove a major dis
appointment. The Apache "tank-killer" heli
copter develops a maintenance problem 
every fifty-four minutes of flying time. 
Night-vision equipment is untested. (4) Mul
tinational command and control might well 
break down in combat. There is also a high 
risk of casual ties from "friendly fire." Syr
ian and Iraqi equipment is identical. (5) All 
of the above assumes that Israel will be kept 
out of the war. (6) What does "winning" this 
war mean, anyway-It may become nec
essary, in the immortal phrase, to destroy 
Kuwait City in order to save it. And what if 
the infidels capture the ancient Islamic me
tropolis of Baghdad, or "make its rubble 
bounce" with aerial bombing? In this war, 
military "success" may be directly propor
tional to political disaster. 

THE REGION 

President Bush says his goal is the secu
rity and stability for the Middle East, and he 
holds out the promise of a "new world order" 
once Saddam Hussein's aggression is pun
ished and Kuwait is freed. But Middle East 
experts agree that the more likely outcome 
would be greater chaos. 

Consider the existing unstable balance of 
forces, starting with the historic rivalry of 
the city-states of Baghdad, Damascus and 
Cairo for hegemony. Add the oil wealth, the 
way the Western powers have directed and 
defended its exploitation, and the class and 
nationalistic resentments generated among 
the have-nots; factor in the Muslim move
ment for purification and rejection of the 
West, led primarily by Iran; and then overlay 
Israel's saber rattling and de facto annex
ation of the occupied territories (paid for by 
the United States). Iraq's invasion of Kuwait 
and the subsequent responses of the Amer
ican-Saudi-Syrian-Egyptian-(Israeli) axis are 
already generating tremendous and con
tradictory pressures in the Middle East. War 
would transform the region. 

If the war leaves Iraq intact, it will by def
inition be a weak Iraq. The occupiers of the 
pro-Western government they install will be 
hard pressed to ignore Kurdish demands for 
freedom. Then, according to former National 
Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
"Syria, Iran and even Turkey ... might all 
be tempted to pursue their own territorial 
interests." Syria, emboldened by its U.S.-ap
proved takeover of Lebanon, "might begin to 
make some moves against Jordan," says 
Raymond Tanter, a senior N.S.C. staff spe
cialist on the Middle East in the early 1980's. 
The Iranians have a special interest in Shiite 
holy sites in oil-rich southern Iraq. An Ira
nian move on that region, says former U.S. 
Ambassador to Saudi Arabia James Akins, 
would create "a super oil power with three 

times the population of Iraq and a far great
er potential for causing trouble in the gulf." 
And the Turks no doubt would want to re
claim the Iraqi province of Mosul. 

As for the future of "our friends in the re
gion," ponder the C.D.I.'s prediction of 
100,000 or more civilian casualties from air 
attacks in a battle for Baghdad. The pros
pect of being held responsible for such a toll 
terrifies Egypt's Hosni Mubarak and Syria's 
Hafez al-Assad, both of whom have insisted 
that their troops will not be used offensively. 
Akins warns that "every Arab country that 
backed us-even if their troops were not di
rectly involved in offensive actions- would 
have revolutions. . . . Only the Saudis, 
backed by U.S. troops, would maintain con
trol. The ruling family couldn't afford to let 
us leave. There would be a long-term U.S. oc
cupation, the people would turn against us, 
the army would turn against us." 

And what if, as is likely, Saddam delib
erately attacks Israel, or the Israelis decide 
to "pre-empt" what they claim or believe to 
be an imminent attack? Most observers 
agree that Israeli-Iraqi fighting on Jor
danian territory is likely, an event that 
would probably spell the end of the 
Hashemite kingdom. There are reports that 
the United States has asked Israel to "ab
sorb" an Iraqi blow without retaliating; in 
exchange such a blow would be treated as a 
casus belli, akin to an Iraqi attack on Saudi 
Arabia. But if an offensive from Saudi soil 
had already begun, the Iraqis would have lit
tle to lose by attacking Israel and a lot to 
gain. "Much as we want to coordinate our 
steps with our friends," writes Ze'ev Schiff, 
military correspondent for Ha'aretz, "we 
may happen to be forced to act unilater
ally." The actual extent of U.S.-Israeli co
ordination remains a mystery, although the 
remarks of the recently dismissed General 
Dugan to the effect that the Air Force was 
getting targeting advice from Israel are 
somewhat enlightening. Former C.I.A. Mid
dle East Analyst Graham Fuller, now at the 
Rand Corporation, says, "If Israel is involved 
in any way . . . it will transform the char
acter of the conflict overnight." 

THE ECONOMY 

If the shooting starts, the only given is 
that oil prices will soar far beyond the point 
they've been driven to by the threat of war 
and the greed of the oil companies. Accord
ing to a U.N. simulation, oil at $40 a barrel 
would cost poor oil-importing countries $64 
billion on their trade balances and developed 
market economies $177 billion. 

And the United States itself? 
The Defense Department's original esti

mate for keeping 200,000 troops in the gulf 
for a year without a war was $15 billion. 

Congressional Budget Office sources say 
the buildup could bring that figure to $20 bil
lion or $30 billion. 

The C.D.I. places noncombat costs at $74 
million a day; combat would absorb several 
times that amount. 

Extrapolating from the experience of Viet
nam, whose cost military planners had un
derestimated, anticipating a quick, "clean" 
war, it is reasonable to assume that military 
costs could be at $50 billion to $60 billion 
after a year. Assuming that sanctions were 
to take a maximum two years to work and 
assuming too-against all principle and com
mon sense-that the original deployment 
was maintained over that period, the direct 
cost of sanctions would be half as much as a 
year of war (four months actual fighting) 
with all its imponderables. 

Yet a fuller sense of the cost of fighting 
needs to include indirect expenditures, such 
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as military and economic assistance to other 
countries, increases in veterans' benefits, 
lost income from deaths and injuries and in
terest on the national debt. Back in 1973 
Tom Riddell, now an economist at Smith 
College, calculated that the $141 billion mili
tary outlay for Vietnam between 1965 and 
1974 came to $676 billion when those costs 
were added in. It would be crude simply to 
slot expectations about one war into the 
niche molded by the discrete circumstances 
of another-and therefore to conclude that 
the military estimate of $50 billion for a gulf 
war translates neatly into $240 billion with 
indirect expenditures-but the comparison is 
useful for suggesting the direction the costs 
of a shooting war might take. 

All this will clearly add to the deficit. In
terest rates will rise, exacerbating the reces
sion at home. The housing industry, already 
on its knees, would be hard hit, maybe flat
tened. All industries that use large amounts 
of energy and aren't involved in war produc
tion would be troubled. Business investment, 
particularly for the long term, would drop, 
and the economy would fall further behind in 
developing technologies and producing goods 
that people need or want. Meanwhile, every 
percentage point added to U.S. interest lays 
a murderous $10 billion onto Third World in
debtedness. 

There has been much talk of foreign, par
ticularly gulf state, assistance offsetting the 
costs of the U.S. military deployment-a 
kind of Vietnamization in reverse. And in 
fact, if Saudi Arabia were to bail out all the 
costs and were to pump enough oil to hold 
prices down, recessionary effects of a war 
might be minimal or nonexistent, according 
to economics Nobel laureate Lawrence Klein. 
As it is, the United States has received about 
$4 billion from other countries; a couple bil
lion from Kuwait and $987 million (out of a 
promised $12 billion) from the Saudis. 

Cost-benefit assessments never provide suf
ficient reason for opposing war-what if we 
could afford it?-although they have been 
used for promoting it. The rapid injection of 
vast sums into the economy does act as a 
stimulus, at least in the short term, but be
cause of oil prices and the size of the deficit, 
a gulf war would be very tricky here. And as 
the United States "invests" in war to pro
tect oil, it forgoes the prospect of applying 
resources for building alternative energy 
systems-one of many bitter ironies. 

[From The Washington Post, Sept. 13, 1990) 
TRANSCRIPT SHOWS MUTED U.S. RESPONSE TO 

THREAT BY SADDAM 
(By Jim Hoagland) 

One week before he ordered his troops into 
Kuwait, Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein warned 
the U.S. ambassador in Baghdad that Amer
ica should not oppose his aims in the Middle 
East because "yours is a society that cannot 
accept 10,000 dead in one battle" and is vul
nerable to terrorist attack, according to the 
Iraqi minutes of the July 25 conversation. 

U.S. Ambassador April Glaspie did not re
spond directly to Saddam's menacing com
ments, concentrating instead on praising 
Saddam's "extraordinary efforts to rebuild 
your country." She also gently probed the 
Iraqi leader's intentions in massing troops 
on Kuwait's border, but did not criticize the 
Iraqi troop movements, according to the 
Iraqi transcript. 

The State Department did not challenge 
the authenticity of the transcript yesterday. 
Spokesman Richard Boucher declined to 
comment on specific remarks it contains. He 
said Glaspie was not available for comment. 

Iraq's version of the meeting shows Sad
dam giving Glaspie explicit warnings that he 
would take whatever action he deemed nec
essary to stop Kuwait from continuing an 
"economic war" against Iraq. Her response, 
as recorded by the Iraqis, was to reassure 
Saddam that the United States takes no offi
cial position on Iraq's border dispute with 
Kuwait. 

In response to Saddam's comments about 
Iraq's need for higher oil prices, the ambas
sador said: "I know you need funds. We un
derstand that and our opinion is that you 
should have the opportunity to rebuild your 
country. But we have no opinion on the 
Arab-Arab conflicts, like your border dis
agreement with Kuwait ... . James Baker 
has directed our official spokesman to em
phasize this instruction." 

The disclosure of the transcript to Western 
news media, which originated with Iraqi offi
cials, appears intended to emphasize that 
Saddam had reasons to believe that the Bush 
administration would not offer any serious 
opposition to his move against Kuwait. 

The administration has acknowledged that 
it was caught by surprise by Iraq's Aug. 2 in
vasion of Kuwait. But the tone and content 
of the transcript of the July 25 meeting 
called by Saddam strongly suggest that the 
official American misreading of Saddam's in
tentions and capabilities may have 
emboldened him to commit an act of aggres
sion that has brought the United States to 
the brink of war in the Persian Gulf. 

ABC television on Tuesday night quoted 
briefly from the Iraqi transcript, which was 
also the subject of an article in the British 
newspaper The Guardian yesterday. The 
Washington Post has obtained a 17-page Eng
lish translation of the full transcript. 

While the Iraqi transcript is disjointed in 
places, the substance of Glaspie's recorded 
remarks closely parallels official U.S. posi
tions stated in Washington at the same time, 
in which other State Department officials 
publicly disavowed any American security 
commitments to Kuwait. 

A career foreign service officer, Glaspie 
made a point of telling Saddam that she was 
acting under instructions from Washington 
responding to him. 

Greeting her, Saddam said that he wanted 
his part of their conversation to be "a mes
sage to President Bush." Reviewing U.S.
lraqi differences, he singled out the secret 
shipments of U.S. arms to Iran in 1985 and 
1986 and recalled that he magnanimously ac
cepted President Reagan's "apology" to him 
"and we wiped the slate clean." 

Saddam turned next to the devastated con
dition of the Iraqi economy because of eight 
years of war with Iran. He suggested that the 
United States was supporting an effort by 
Kuwait to wage "another war against Iraq," 
an "economic war" that deprives Iraqis of 
"their humanity by depriving them of their 
chance to have a good standard of living." 

The United States should be grateful to 
Iraq for having stopped Iran militarily be
cause the United States could not fight such 
a war in the Persian Gulf, Saddam said. "I 
hold his view by looking at the geography 
and nature of American society .... Yours 
is a society which cannot accept 10,000 dead 
in one battle." 

Denouncing Kuwaiti efforts to "deprive us 
of our rights" he demanded that the United 
States "declare who it wants to have rela
tions with and who its enemies are .... If 
you use pressure, we will deploy presssure 
and force .... We cannot come all the way 
to you in the United States but individual 
Arabs may reach you." 

The remainder of his opening monologue 
was filled with attacks on U.S. support for 
Israel, for the United Arab Emirates and for 
Kuwait. Saddam made a point of telling 
Glaspie that he had clearly warned the Kurd
ish tribesmen of Iraq and Iran's leaders be
fore he went to war against them. 

In the transcript, Glaspie did not respond 
to this rhetoric. She began her response by 
speaking of Bush's desire for friendship with 
Iraq: "As you know, he directed the United 
States administration to reject the sugges
tion of implementing trade sanctions" 
against Iraq. "I have a direct instruction 
from the president to seek better relations 
with Iraq .... President Bush is an intel
ligent man. He is not going to declare an 
economic war against Iraq." 

Saying that the American media's treat
ment of Saddam resembles its treatment of 
American politicians, Glaspie is quoted as 
calling an ABC Television interview with 
him "cheap and unjust .... I am pleased 
'that you add your voice to the diplomats 
who stand up to the media." 

She then said she has been instructed "to 
ask you, in the spirit of friendship-not in 
the spirit of confrontation-regarding your 
intentions" about Kuwait in light of his 
massing troops on the border. Saddam's re
sponse was that he hoped to settle his dis
pute with Kuwait peacefully, but the tran
script shows him adding: 

"We regard [Kuwait's economic campaign) 
as a military action against us .... If we 
are not able to find a solution, then it will be 
natural that Iraq will not accept death, even 
though wisdom is above everything else." 

Glaspie took no notice of this implied 
threat in her concluding remarks. Instead, 
she told Saddam that she had worried that 
she would have to postpone here scheduled 
July 30 departure from Baghdad for consulta
tions in Washington "because of the difficul
ties we are facing. But now I will fly" on 
July 30. 

Thirty-six hours after her departure, Sad
dam launched his invasion. Glaspie has re
mained in Washington since then to under
score official U.S. displeasure with Saddam's 
action, according to the State Department. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 23, 1990) 
UNITED STATES GAVE IRAQ LITTLE REASON 

NOT TO MOUNT KUWAIT ASSAULT 
(By Elaine Sciolino with Michael R. Gordon) 

WASHINGTON, September 22.-In the two 
weeks before Iraq's seizure of Kuwait, the 
Bush Administration on the advice of Arab 
leaders gave President Saddam Hussein little 
reason to fear a forceful American response 
if his troops invaded the country. 

The Administration's message, articulated 
in public statements in Washington by sen
ior policy makers and delivered directly to 
Mr. Hussein by the United States 
Ambassado, April C. Glaspie, was this. The 
United States was concerned about Iraq's 
military buildup on its border with Kuwait, 
but did not intend to take sides in what it 
perceived as a no-win border dispute between 
Arab neighbors. 

In a meeting with Mr. Hussein in Baghdad 
on July 25, eight days before the invasion, 
Ms. Glaspie urged the Iraqi leader to settle 
his differences with Kuwait peacefully but 
added, "We have no opinion on the Arab
Arab conflicts, like your border disagree
ment with Kuwait," according to an Iraqi 
document described as a transcript of their 
conversation. 

Portions of the document, prepared in Ara
bic by the Iraqi Government, were translated 
and broadcast by ABC News on Sept. 11 and 
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were the basis of accounts by The Washing
ton Post and The Guardian of London. The 
State Department declined to confirm the 
accuracy of the document, but officials did 
not dispute Ms. Glaspie's essential message. 

As those and other details of the Adminis
tration's diplomacy have unfolded in recent 
weeks, its handling of Iraq before the inva
sion has begun to draw strong criticism in 
Congress, even among those who generally 
support the Administration's military action 
in the Persian Gulf. Some lawmakers have 
asserted that the Administration conveyed a 
sense of indifference to Baghdad's threats. 

Interviews with dozens of Administration 
officials, lawmakers and independent experts 
and a review of public statements and the 
Iraqi document show that instead of sending 
Mr. Hussein blunt messages through public 
and private statements that an invasion 
would be unacceptable, the State Depart
ment prepared equivocal statements for the 
Administration about American commit
ments to Kuwait. 

ARAB ASSURANCES ON INVASION 
The American strategy, carried out pri

marily by the State Department but ap
proved by the White House, was based on the 
assumption that Iraq would not invade and 
occupy Kuwait. President Hosni Mubarak of 
Egypt and King Fahd of Saudi Arabia, who 
assured the Bush Administration that Mr. 
Hussein would not invade, argued that the 
best way to resolve an inter-Arab squabble 
was for the United States to avoid inflam
matory words and actions. 

Some senior Administration officials said 
the strategy was also rooted in the view that 
Washington-and most of the Arab world
probably could live with a limited invasion 
of Kuwait, in which Iraqi forces seized bits of 
Kuwaiti territory to gain concessions. 

"We were reluctant to draw a line in the 
sand," said a senior Administration official. 
"I can't see the American public supporting 
the deployment of troops over a dispute over 
20 miles of desert territory and it is not clear 
that the local countries would have sup
ported that kind of commitment. The basic 
principle is not to make threats you can't 
deliver on. That was one reason there was a 
certain degree of hedging on what was said. " 

EFFECT OF A HARDER LINE 
Even in the days before the invasion, there 

was a consensus inside the Administration 
and among outside experts that Mr. Hussein 
would not invade despite largely correct in
telligence assessments of the military build
up on the ground. 

"There would have been a lot of fluttering 
if there has been a partial invasion," said an 
Administration official. "The crucial factor 
in determining the American response was 
not the reality but the extent of the inva
sion." 

It is not clear that taking a harder line 
would have made a difference in Baghdad's 
decision to take Kuwait, and some Adminis
tration officials argue that if they had they 
would now be accused of pushing Mr. Hussein 
toward extreme actions. 

As the Administration's policy toward Iraq 
before the invasion has come under criticism 
in Congress, the President's Foreign Intel
ligence Advisory Board, a group of experts 
who report to President Bush on intelligence 
issues, has also begun a post-mortem on the 
handling of the crisis. 

The Administration was following what 
President Bush acknowledged last week was 
a flawed policy toward Iraq, a policy built on 
the premise that the best way to handle Mr 
Hussein and moderate his behavior was 

through improving relations with Baghdad. 
That assessment presumed that Iran and 
Iraq, both exhausted by their eight-year bor
der war, would focus on domestic reconstruc
tion, not foreign adventurism. 

As a result, the Bush Administration failed 
to calibrate its policy to take into account a 
string of belligerent statements and actions 
by Mr. Hussein in recent months, including 
the execution of a British journalist and a 
treat to use chemical weapons against Israel. 

"We were essentially operating without a 
policy," said a senior Administration offi
cial. "The crisis came in a bit of a vaccum, 
at a time when everone was focusing on Ger
man reunification." 

In the days before the invasion, Adminis
tration officials sent mixed signals about the 
American commitment to Kuwait's defense. 

Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney, for ex
ample, was quoted as telling journalists at a 
press breakfast on July 19 that the American 
commitment made during the Iran-Iraq War 
to come to Kuwait's defense if it were at
tacked was still valid. The same point was 
also made by Paul Wolfowitz, Undersecre
tary of Defense for Policy, at a private 
luncheon with Arab ambassadors. But Pete 
Williams, Mr. Cheney's chief spokesman, 
later tried to steer journalists away from the 
Secretary's remarks, adding that Mr. Cheney 
had been quoted with "some degree of lib
erty." 

From that moment on, there was an or
chestrated Administration campaign to 
speak with one voice, and speak quietly. 

On July 24, when Margaret D. Tutwiler, the 
State Department spokesman, was asked 
whether the United States had any commit
ment to defend Kuwait, she said, "We do not 
have any defense treaties with Kuwait, and 
there are no special defense or security com
mitments to Kuwait." 

Asked whether the United States would 
help Kuwait if it were attacked, she replied, 
"We also remain strongly committed to sup
porting the individual and collective self-de
fense of our friends in the gulf with whom we 
have a deep and longstanding ties," a state
ment that some Kuwaiti officials said pri
vately was too weak. 

BUSH'S FORCEFUL TONE 
Two days before the invasion, John H. 

Kelly, Assistant Secretary of State for Near 
Eastern and South Asian Affairs, essentially 
repeated the same message in Congressional 
testimony. 

Even after the invasion, there was unease 
in some quarters in the State Department 
over Mr. Bush's tough public stance. On Aug. 
6, when President Bush clearly committed 
the United States to roll back Iraq's con
quest of Kuwait, Secretary of State James A. 
Baker 3d expressed reservations about the 
wisdom of the forceful tone of Mr. Bush re
marks, according to Administration offi
cials. 

Last Tuesday, at a hearing before a House 
Foreign Affairs subcommittee, Representa
tive Lee Hamilton sharply chided Mr. Kelly 
for not taking a tougher stance against Iraq 
in his testimony before the invasion. 

"You left the impression that it was the 
policy of the United States not to come to 
the defense of Kuwait," said Mr. Hamilton, 
an Indiana Democrat. "I asked you if there 
was a U.S. commitment to come to Kuwait's 
defense if it was attacked. Your response 
over and over again was we have no defense
treaty relationship with any gulf country." 

POLICY GUIDELINES FOLLOWED 
Bush Administration officials assert that 

Kuwait never asked for American troops or 

sought to join in joint military exercises 
with American forces. 

Mr. Cheney told a breakfast group on Cap
i tol Hill on Thursday that "the fact was, 
there was literally nothing we could do until 
we could get access to that part of the world, 
and the attitude of Saudi Arabia and the 
Persian Gulf states has been consistently 
that they didn't want U.S. forces on the 
ground over there." 

On July 25, a week before the Iraqi inva
sion of Kuwait, Ms. Glaspie was quickly sum
moned into Mr. Hussein's office in Baghdad, 
and she faithfully followed conciliatory pol
icy guidelines sent to her from the State De
partment. 

In their conversation, Mr. Hussein de
scribed an American conspiracy against him 
since the end of his war with Iran, and 
warned the United States not to oppose his 
goal of getting economic concessions from 
Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates, ac
cording to the document described as the of
ficial Iraqi transcript which ABC News made 
available to the New York Times. Miss 
Tutwiler said Friday that the State Depart
ment would not reveal the contents of a dip
lomatic exchange. 

WE TOO CAN HARM YOU 
Mr. Hussein told the American Ambas

sador that the United States should thank 
Iraq for stopping Iran's aggression during 
the war, because the United States could 
never fight such a war to defend its friends 
in the region. According to the Iraqi docu
ment, he also suggested that he would use 
terrorism to curb and effort by the United 
States to try to stop him from achieving his 
goals. 

"We too can harm you," he said, according 
to the document, adding, "We cannot come 
all the way to the United States but individ
ual Arabs may reach you." 

* * * * * 
EXCERPTS FROM IRAQI TRANSCRIPT OF 

MEETING WITH U.S. ENVOY 
WASHINGTON, Sept. 22-0n July 25, Presi

dent Saddam Hussein of Iraq summoned the 
United States Ambassador to Baghdad, April 
Glaspie, to his office in the last high-level 
contact between the two Governments before 
the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait on Aug. 2. Here 
are excerpts from a document described by 
Iraqi Government officials as a transcript of 
the meeting, which also included in the Iraqi 
Foreign Minister, Tariq Aziz. A copy was 
provided to The New York Times by ABC 
News, which translated it from the Arabic. 
The State Department has declined to com
ment on its accuracy. 

Saddam Hussein: I have summoned you 
today to hold comprehensive political dis
cussions with you. This is a message to 
President Bush. 

You know that we did not have relations 
with the U.S. until 1984 and you know the 
circumstances and reasons which caused 
them to be severed. The decision to establish 
relations with the U.S. were taken in 1980 
during the two months prior to the war be-
tween us and Iran. . 

When the war started, and to avoid mis
interpretation, we postponed the establish
ment of relations hoping that the war would 
end soon. 

But because the war lasted for a long time, 
and to emphasize the fact that we are a non
aligned country, it was important to re-es
tablish relations with the U.S. And we 
choose to do this in 1984. 

It is natural to say that the U.S. is not like 
Britain, for example, with the latter's his-
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toric relations with Middle Eastern coun
tries, including Iraq. In addition, there were 
no relations between Iraq and the U.S. be
tween 1967 and 1984. One can conclude it 
would be difficult for the U.S. to have a full 
understanding of many matters in Iraq. 
When relations were re-established we hoped 
for a better understanding and for better co
operation because we too do not understand 
the background of many American decisions. 

We dealt with each other during the war 
and we had dealings on various levels. The 
most important of those levels were with the 
foreign ministers. 

U.S.-IRAQ RIFTS 

We had hoped for a better common under
standing and a better chance of cooperation 
to benefit both our peoples and the rest of 
the Arab nations. 

But these better relations have suffered 
from various rifts. The worst of these was in 
1986, only two years after establishing rela
tions, with what was known as Irangate, 
which happened during the year that Iran oc
cupied the Fao peninsula. 

It was natural then to say that old rela
tions and complexity of interests could ab
sorb many mistakes. But when interests are 
limited and relations are not that old, then 
there isn't a deep understanding and mis
takes could leave a negative effect. Some
times the effect of an error can be larger 
than the error itself. 

Despite all of that, we accepted the apol
ogy, via his envoy, of the American Presi
dent regarding Irangate, and we wiped the 
slate clean. And we shouldn't unearth the 
past except when new events remind us that 
old mistakes were not just a matter of coin
cidence. 

Our suspicions increased after we liberated 
the Fao peninsula. The media began to in
volve itself in our politics. And our sus
picions began to surface anew, because we 
began to question whether the U.S. felt un
easy with the outcome of the war when we 
liberated our land. 

It ws clear to us that certain parties in the 
United States-and I don't say the President 
himself-but certain parties who had links 
with the intelligence community and with 
the State Department-and I don't say the 
Secretary of State himself-I say that these 
parties did not like the fact that we liber
ated our land. Some parties began to prepare 
studies entitled, "Who will succeed Saddam 
Hussein?" They began to contact gulf states 
to make them fear Iraq, to persuade them 
not to give Iraq economic aid. And we have 
evidence of these activities. 

IRAQ POLICY ON OIL 

Iraq came out of the war burdened with $40 
billion debts, excluding the aid given by 
Arab states, some of whom consider that too 
to be a debt although they knew-and you 
knew too-that without Iraq they would not 
have had these sums and the future of the re
gion would have been entirely different. 

We began to face the policy of the drop in 
the price of oil. Then we saw the United 
States, which always talks of democracy but 
which has no time for the other point of 
view. Then the media campaign against Sad
dam Hussein was started by the official 
American media. The United States thought 
that the situation in Iraq was like Poland, 
Romania or Czechoslovakia. We were dis
turbed by this campaign but we were not dis
turbed too much because we had hoped that, 
in a few months, those who are decision 
makers in America would have a chance to 
find the facts and see whether this media 
campaign had had any effect on the lives of 

Iraqis. We had hoped that soon the American 
authorities would make the correct decision 
regarding their relations with Iraq. Those 
with good relations can sometimes afford to 
disagree. 

But when planned and deliberate policy 
forces the price of oil down without good 
commercial reasons, then that means an
other war against Iraq. Because military war 
kills people by bleeding them, and economic 
war kills their humanity by depriving them 
of their chance to have a good standard of 
living. As you know, we gave rivers of blood 
in a war that lasted eight years, but we did 
not lose our humanity. Iraqis have a right to 
live proudly. We do not accept that anyone 
could injure Iraqi pride or the Iraqi right to 
have high standards of living. 

Kuwait and the U.A.E. were at the front of 
this policy aimed at lowering Iraq's position 
and depriving its people of higher economic 
standards. And you know that our relations 
with the Emirates and Kuwait had been 
good. On top of all that, while we were busy 
at war, the state of Kuwait began to expand 
at the expense of our territory. 

You may say this is propaganda, but I 
would direct you to one document, the Mili
tary Patrol Line, which is the borderline en
dorsed by the Arab League in 1961 for mili
tary patrols not to cross the Iraq-Kuwait 
border. 

But go and look for yourselves. You will 
see the Kuwait border patrols, the Kuwait 
farms, the Kuwait oil installations-all built 
as closely as possible to this line to establish 
that land as Kuwaiti territory. 

CONFLICTING INTERESTS 

Since then, the Kuwaiti Government has 
been stable while the Iraqi Government has 
undergone many changes. Even after 1968 
and for 10 years aftewards, we were too busy 
with our own problems. First in the north 
then the 1973 war, and other problems. Then 
came the war with Iran which started 10 
years ago. 

We believe that the United States must un
derstand that people who live in luxury and 
economic security can reach an understand
ing with the United States on what are le
gitimate joint interests. But the starved and 
the economically deprived cannot reach the 
same understanding. 

We do not accept threats from anyone be
cause we do not threaten anyone. But we say 
clearly that we hope that the U.S. will not 
entertain too many illusions and will seek 
new friends rather than increase the number 
of its enemies. 

I have read the American statements 
speaking of friends in the area. Of course, if 
is the right of everyone to choose their 
friends. We can have no objections. But you 
know you are not the ones who protected 
your friends during the war with Iran. I as
sure you, had the Iranians overrun the re
gion, the American troops would not have 
stopped them, except by the use of nuclear 
weapons. 

I do not belittle you. But I hold this view 
by looking at the geography and nature of 
American society into account. Yours is a 
society which cannot accept 10,000 dead in 
one battle. 

You know that Iran agreed to the cease
fire not because the United States had 
bombed one of the oil platforms after the lib
eration of the Fao. Is this Iraq's reward for 
its role in securing the stability of the re
gion and for protecting it from an unknown 
flood? 

PROTECTING THE OIL FLOW 

So what can it mean when America says it 
will now protect its friends? It can only 

mean prejudice against Iraq. This stance 
plus maneuvers and statements which have 
been made has encouraged the U .A.E. and 
Kuwait to disregard Iraqi rights. 

I say to you clearly that Iraq's rights, 
which are mentioned in the memorandum, 
we will take one by one. That might not hap
pen now or after a month or after one year, 
but we will take it all. We are not the kind 
of people who will relinguish their rights. 
There is no historic right, or legitimacy, or 
need, for the U.A.E. and Kuwait to deprive us 
of our rights. If they are needy, we too are 
needy. . 

The United States must have a better un
derstanding of the situation and declare who 
it wants to have relations with and who its 
enemies are. But it should not make enemies 
simply because others have different points 
of view regarding the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

We clearly understand America's state
ment that it wants an easy flow of oil. We 
understand America saying that it seeks 
friendship with the states in the region, and 
to encourage their joint interests. But we 
cannot understand the attempt to encourage 
some parties to harm Iraq's interests. 

The United States wants to secure the flow 
of oil. This is understandable and known. 
But it must not deploy methods which the 
United States says it disapproves of-flexing 
muscles and pressure. 

If you use pressure, we will deploy pressure 
and force. We know that you can harm us al
though we do not threaten you. But we too 
can harm you. Everyone can cause harm ac
cording to their ability and their size. We 
cannot come all the way to you in the Unit
ed States, but individual Arabs may reach 
you. 

WAR AND FRIENDSHIP 

You can come to Iraq with aircraft and 
missiles but do not push us to the point 
where we cease to care. And when we feel 
that you want to injure our pride and take 
away the Iraqis' chance of a high standard of 
living, then we will cease to care and death 
will be the choice for us. Then we would not 
care if you fired 100 missiles for each missile 
we fired. Because without pride life would 
have no value. 

It its not reasonable to ask our people to 
bleed rivers of blood for eight years then to 
tell them, "Now you have to accept aggres
sion from Kuwait, the U.A.E. or from the 
U.S. or from Israel." 

We do not put all these countries in the 
same boat. First, we are hurt and upset that 
such disagreement is taking place between 
us and Kuwait and the U.A.E. The solution 
must be found within an Arab framework 
and through direct bilateral relations. We do 
not place America among the enemies. We 
place it where we want our friends to be and 
we try to be friends. But repeated American 
statements last year made it apparent that 
America did not regard us as friends. Well 
the Americans are free. 

When we seek friendship we want pride, 
liberty and our right to choose. 

We want to deal according to our status as 
we deal with the others according to their 
status. 

We consider the others' interests while we 
look after our own. And we expect the others 
to consider our interests while they are deal
ing with their own. What does it mean when 
the Zionist war minister is summoned to the 
United States now? What do they mean, 
these fiery statements coming out of Israel 
during the past few days and the talk of war 
being expected now more than at any other 
time? 



1078 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE January 12, 1991 
I do not believe that anyone would lose by 

making friends with Iraq. In my opinion, the 
American President has not made mistakes 
regarding the Arabs, although his decision to 
freeze dialogue with the P.L.O. was wrong. 
But it appears that this decision was made 
to appease the Zionist lobby or as a piece of 
strategy to cool the Zionist anger, before 
trying again. I hope that our latter conclu
sion is the correct one. But we will carry on 
saying it was the wrong decision. 

You are appeasing the usurper in so many 
ways-economically, politically and mili
tarily as well as in the media. When will the 
time come when, for every three appease
ments to the usurper, you praise the Arabs 
just once? 

April Glaspie: I thank you, Mr. President, 
and it is a great pleasure for a diplomat to 
meet and talk directly with the President. I 
clearly understand your message. We studied 
history at school. They taught us to say free
dom or death. I think you know well that we 
as a people have our experience with the co
lonialists. 

Mr. President, you mentioned many things 
during this meeting which I cannot comment 
on on behalf of my Government. But with 
your permission, I will comment on two 
points. You spoke of friendship and I believe 
it was clear from the letters sent by our 
President to you on the occasion of your Na
tional Day that he emphasizes--

Hussein: He was kind and his expressions 
met with our regard and respect. 

DIRECTIVE ON RELATIONS 

Glaspie: As you know, he directed the 
United States Administration to reject the 
suggestion of implementing trade sanctions. 

Hussein: There is nothing left for us to buy 
from America. Only wheat. Because every 
time we want to buy something, they say it 
is forbidden. I am afraid that one day you 
will say, "You are going to make gunpowder 
out of wheat." 

Glaspie: I have a direct instruction from 
the President to seek better relations with 
Iraq. 

Hussein: But how? We too have this desire. 
But matters are running contrary to this de
sire. 

Glaspie: This is less likely to happen the 
more we talk. For example, you mentioned 
the issue of the article published by the 
American Information Agency and that was 
sad. And a formal apology was presented. 

Hussein: Your stance is generous. We are 
Arabs. It is enough for us that someone says, 
"I am sorry, I made a mistake." Then we 
carry on. But the media campaign continued. 
And it is full of stories. If the stories were 
true, no one would get upset. But we under
stand from its continuation that there is a 
determination. 

Glaspie: I saw the Diane Sawyer program 
on ABC. And what happened in that program 
was cheap and unjust. And this is a real pic
ture of what happens in the American 
media-even to American politicians them
selves. These are the methods the Western 
media employs. I am pleased that you add 
your voice to the diplomats who stand up to 
the media. Because your appearance in the 
media, even for five minutes, would help us 
to make the American people understand 
Iraq. This would increase mutual under
standing. If the American President had con
trol of the media, his job would be much 
easier. 

Mr. President, not only do I want to say 
that President Bush wanted better and deep
er relations with Iraq, but he also wants an 
Iraqi contribution to peace and prosperity in 
the Middle East. President Bush is an intel-

ligent man. He is not going to declare an 
economic war against Iraq. 

You are right. It is true what you say that 
we do not want higher prices for oil. But I 
would ask you to examine the possibility of 
not charging too high a price for oil. 

Hussein: We do not want too high prices for 
oil. And I remind you that in 1974 I gave 
Tariq Aziz the idea for an article he wrote 
which criticized the policy of keeping oil 
prices high. It was the first Arab article 
which expressed this view. 

SHIFTING PRICE OF OIL 

Tariq Aziz: Our policy in OPEC opposes 
sudden jumps in oil prices. 

Hussein: Twenty-five dollars a barrel is not 
a high price. 

Glaspie: We have many Americans who 
would like to see the price go above $25 be
cause they come from oil-producing states. 

Hussein: The price at one stage had 
dropped to S12 a barrel and a reduction in the 
modest Iraqi budget of S6 billion to $7 billion 
is a disaster. 

Glaspie: I think I understand this. I have 
lived here for years. I admire your extraor
dinary efforts to rebuild your country. I 
know you need funds. We understand that 
and our opinion is that you should have the 
opportunity to rebuild your country. But we 
have no opinion on the Arab-Arab conflicts, 
like your border disagreement with Kuwait. 

I was in the American Embassy in Kuwait 
during the late 60's. The instruction we had 
during this period was that we should ex
press no opinion on this issue and that the 
issue is not associated with America. James 
Baker has directed our official spokesmen to 
emphasize this instruction. We hope you can 
solve this problem using any suitable meth
ods via Klibi or via President Mubarak. All 
that we hope is that these issues are solved 
quickly. With regard to all of this, can I ask 
you to see how the issue appears to us? 

My assessment after 25 years' service in 
this area is that your objective must have 
strong backing from your Arab brothers. I 
now speak of oil. But you, Mr. President, 
have fought through a horrific and painful 
war. Frankly, we can only see that you have 
deployed massive troops in the south. Nor
mally that would not be any of our business. 
But when this happens in the context of 
what you said on your national day, then 
when we read the details in the two letters of 
the Foreign Minister, then when we see the 
Iraqi point of view that the measures taken 
by the U.A.E. and Kuwait is, in the final 
analysis, parallel to military aggression 
against Iraq, then it would be reasonable for 
me to be concerned. And for this reason, I re
ceived an instruction to ask you, in the spir
it of friendshii>-not in the spirit of con
frontation-regarding your intentions. 

I simply describe the concern of my Gov
ernment. And I do not mean that the situa
tion is a simple situation. But our concern is 
a simple one. 

Hussein: We do not ask people not to be 
concerned when peace is at issue. This is a 
noble human feeling which we all feel. It is 
natural for you as a superpower to be con
cerned. But what we ask is not to express 
your concern in a way that would make an 
aggressor believe that he is getting support 
for his aggression. 

We want to find a just solution which will 
give us our rights but not deprive others of 
their rights. But at the same time, we want 
the others to know that our patience is run
ning out regarding their action, which is 
harming even the milk our children drink, 
and the pensions of the widow who lost her 

husband during the war, and the pensions of 
the orphans who lost their parents. 

As a country, we have the right to prosper. 
We lost so many opportunities, and the oth
ers should value the Iraqi role in their pro
tection. Even this Iraqi [the President points 
to the interpreter] feels bitter like all other 
Iraqis. We are not aggressors but we do not 
accept aggression either. We sent them en
voys and handwritten letters. We tried ev
erything. We asked the Servant of the Two 
Shrines-King Fahd-to hold a four-member 
summit, but he suggested a meeting between 
the Oil Ministers. We agreed. And as you 
know, the meeting took place in Jidda. They 
reached an agreement which did not express 
what we wanted, but we agreed. 

Only two days after the meeting, the Ku
waiti Oil Minister made a statement that 
contradicted the agreement. We also dis
cussed the issue during the Baghdad summit. 
I told the Arab Kings and Presidents that 
some brothers are fighting an economic war 
against us. And that not all wars use weap
ons and we regard this kind of war as a mili
tary action against us. Because if the capa
bility of our army is lowered then, if Iran re
newed the war, it could achieve goals which 
it could not achieve before. And if we low
ered the standard of our defenses, then this 
could encourage Israel to attack us. I said 
that before the Arab Kings and Presidents. 
Only I did not mention Kuwait and U.A.E. by 
name, because they were my guests. 

Before this, I had sent them envoys re
minding them that our war had included 
their defense. Therefore the aid they gave us 
should not be regarded as a debt. We did no 
more than the United States would have 
done against someone who attacked its in
terests. 

I talked about the same thing with a num
ber of other Arab states. I explained the situ
ation to brother King Fahd a few times, by 
sending envoys and on the telephone. I 
talked with brother King Hussein and with 
Sheik Zaid after the conclusion of the sum
mit. I walked with the Sheik to the plane 
when he was leaving Mosul. He told me, 
"Just wait until I get home." But after he 
had reached his destination, the statements 
that came from there were very bad-not 
from him, but from his Minister of Oil. 

Also after the Jidda agreement, we re
ceived some intelligence that they were 
talking of sticking to the agreement for two 
months only. Then they would change their 
policy. Now tell us, if the American Presi
dent found himself in this situation, what 
would he do? I said it was very difficult for 
me to talk about these issues in public. But 
we must tell the Iraqi people who face eco
nomic difficulties who was responsible for 
that. 

TALKS WITH MUBARAK 

Glaspie: I spent four beautiful years in 
Egypt. 

Hussein: The Egyptian people are kind and 
good and ancient. The oil people are sup
posed to help the Egyptian people, but they 
are mean beyond belief. It is painful to admit 
it, but some of them are disliked by Arabs 
because of their greed. 

Glaspie: Mr. President, it would be helpful 
if you could give us an assessment of the ef
fort made by your Arab brothers and wheth
er they have achieved anything-. 

Hussein: On this subject, we agreed with 
President Mubarak that the Prime Minister 
of Kuwait would meet with the deputy chair
man of the Revolution Command Council in 
Saudi Arabia, because the Saudis initiated 
contact with us, aided by President 
Mubarak's efforts. He just telephoned me a 
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short while ago to say the Kuwaitis have 
agreed to that suggestion. 

Glaspie: Congratulations. 
Hussein: A protocol meeting will be held in 

Saudi Arabia. Then the meeting will be 
transferred to Baghdad for deeper discussion 
directly between Kuwait and Iraq. We hope 
we will reach some result. We hope that the 
long-term view and the real interests will 
overcome Kuwaiti greed. 

Glaspie: May I ask you when you expect 
Sheik Saad to come to Baghdad? 

Hussein: I suppose it would be on Saturday 
or Monday at the latest. I told brother Mu
barak that the agreement should be in Bagh
dad Saturday or Sunday. You know that 
brother Mubarak's visits have always been a 
good omen. 

Glaspie: This is good news. Congratula
tions. 

Brother President Mubarak told me they 
were scared. They said troops were only 20 
kilometers north of the Arab League line. I 
said to him that regardless of what is there, 
whether they are police, border guards or 
army, and regardless of how many are there, 
and what they are doing, assure the Kuwaitis 
and give them our word that we are not 
going to do anything until we meet with 
them. When we meet and when we see that 
there is hope, then nothing will happen. But 
if we are unable to find a solution, then it 
will be natural that Iraq will not accept 
death, even though wisdom is above every
thing else. There you have good news. 

Aziz: This is a journalistic exclusive. 
Glaspie: I am planning to go to the United 

States next Monday. 
I hope I will meet with President Bush in 

Washington next week. I thought to post
pone my trip because of the difficulties we 
are facing. But now I will fly on Monday. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FLAKE]. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, on behalf 
of the physically and emotionally 
scarred Vietnam veterans who have 
contacted me, and the potential phys
ically and emotionally scarred casual
ties of Desert Shield, I rise in support 
of the Gephardt-Hamilton resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise on behalf of the many 
physical and emotional casualties who were 
fortunate enough to return from Vietnam alive, 
and not in body bags like many of their fellow 
soldiers. Many of them are casualties, how
ever, because they are so physically impaired, 
or emotionally scarred that they are dysfunc
tional in our society. They cannot in many in
stances hold jobs and thus are unable to 
maintain constant employment. For many, the 
pains have been so great that they have 
turned to drugs for escape. All too many of the 
veterans are found among the homeless. 

Further, Mr. Speaker, I rise on behalf of the 
potential unquantifiable physicafly and emo
tionally scarred survivors, if we chose to go to 
war in the Middle East. Thus far debates have 
focused on potential casuafties measured by 
the number of anticipated body bags. Unless 
we are prepat'ed te pr<Mde larger affocations 
for Veterans' benefits for counseling, housing, 
education, medical, and spousal and depend
ent support, we will exacerbate the CUff'«tt cri
sis that exists for Veterans who deserve many 
more benefits than they currently receive. 

Since women will be included in this miMtary 
offensive, in an unprecedented hi8'orfc&J ~ 

ner, children will become casualties without 
the benefit of the love, guidance and nurture 
which mothers provide. Many of the problems 
of urban America, particularly drugs and vio
lence, can be traced to the hostility that many 
of our children have experienced, having lost 
their father or other relatives in Vietnam, or 
having to see them maligned because they 
fought in an unpopular war for democracy 
abroad, only to return home and find condi
tions prohibiting full participation in American 
democracy. 

This is not the time for war. American blood 
should not be spilled for one drop of oil. The 
new world order must be built on a foundation 
of peace. Mr. Speaker, let us use the re
sources that we will allocate for war in the 
Middle East to fight the war against drugs, 
homelessness, illiteracy, crime, and the myriad 
of economic problems which are eroding the 
power and strength of our Nation. 

I support the Hamilton-Gephardt amend
ment because it does not deny our willingness 
to go to war if provoked. However, it does 
allow diplomacy and economic sanctions to 
work until the point of exhaustion, with war as 
the last option rather than the first choice. 

Let us give peace a chance. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CARR]. 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Speaker, President 
George Bush has my prayers; Mr. HAM
ILTON and Mr. GEPHARDT have my vote. 

Mr. Speaker, for the first time in almost 50 
years, the Members of the House and Senate 
are debating whether our Nation should com
mit itself to war. 

It has been a difficult debate, more difficult 
than when this body last confronted the issue 
of war. Perhaps this is because our interests 
are not as clear, the violation of our sov
ereignty not as blatant as in the case of Pearl 
Harbor. And perhaps, given the much ad
vanced "new world order" this is a case of 
first impression. For that reason it is not like 
either World War II or the Vietnam war. But if 
we do have a new world order, we must have 
a new pr-0eedure for deciding the use of war 
as a remedy. To his credit President Bush has 
helped forge that new world order by seeking 
and obtaining the cooperation with the United 
Nations. Now, Congress must act. For if we 
don't then the power to declare war vested in 
us by the Constitution is meaningless. 

Unlike some, I do believe that vital United 
States interests are at stake in the Middle 
East. Regardless of new or old world order, 
the principle that one sovereign nation must 
not invade another sovereign nation must re
main inviolate. International trespass, burglary, 
and murder should not ever be legitimate 
means to settling disputes. We must stand 
against this aggression with military force, if 
necessary. There isn't any question that the 
American people, and that the nations of the 
world, are united in their resolve that Saddam 
must be driven out of Kuwait. All civifized na
tions have a duty to defend this interest and 
to protect friendly non-belligerent nations. 

The question before us is: Who should take 
what steps, and when, to achieve this. 

This debate would tead you to betieve ttrat 
sanctions and offensive mftttary action are mu
tually exclusive. They need not be. There is a 

middle road that is not expressed in either res
olution: The President could come to us for 
permission to use offensive air superiority to 
give teeth to the sanctions, to speed their ef
fectiveness and to make clear to Saddam and 
the Iraqi people, that they cannot succeed. 

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, neither resolution be
fore us does this. As a result, I'm not happy 
with either resolution. 

Solarz-Michel asks us to give the President 
carte blanche to use force without further 
meaningful review by the Congress. The 
President's power over the situation is already 
awesome. But, to paraphrase Clemenceau: 
"War is much too serious a matter to be en
trusted t~a President." Indeed not only our 
Constitution requires this but our entire econ
omy requires it as well. 

As hard as we might try in this debate today 
we cannot elevate this interest above other 
important interests in conflict. For example, it 
is also in our interest to be a first rate eco
nomic power. What with recession, a stagger
ing deficit and financial collapse all around, we 
cannot ignore that a long protracted conflict or 
post-conflict responsibility abroad could seri
ously undermine our standing as a world eco
nomic power. I doubt that the members of the 
United Nations Security Council had the eco
nomic well-being of the United States on their 
minds when they gave the United States per
mission to use military force. 

The problem with Solarz-Michel is that it not 
only gives the President a blank check on mili
tary options, but also an unlimited credit card, 
and it doesn't require him to tell us how he 
proposes to pay the bill. These are problems 
that the diplomats at the United Nations didn't 
examine. Nor is it their job to juggle those in
terests. It is ours and that is why we must 
have a continuing role throughout this crisis. 

But in my view, Hamilton-Gephardt is also 
lacking. It gives the impression that inter
national sanctions are sufficient to cripple the 
Iraq regime and eventually lead to the over
throw of Saddam. 

The problem with this view· is that while the 
sanctions imposed on Iraq are the most com
prehensive, and the most successful ever im
posed to date, they are not · in all likelihood 
sufficient to get a remedy in a short enough 
time to really mean anything and to deter 
other nations in the future. 

But after only 51/2 months it is clear that 
sanctions are having some effect. In this re
spect for the near term time is on our side and 
we should use it. Saddam simply cannot main
tain his army of 1 million men at the ready, in 
the field, indefinitely, without spare parts and 
supplies. And likewise, I think it would be fool
ish for the President in the short term to wage 
a land war to- liberate Kuwait while the lraqis
firmly entrenched and still well supplied-are 
capable of putting up a bloody resistance. 

The Hamilton-Gephardt resolution shou1d, 
but does not give the President present au
thority to use offensive air power to exacer
bate the effects of the sanctions. I firmly be
lieve that such a use of force is conei8tent 
with a commitment to the use of sanotions 
while avoiding an escalattng generaf war. 

tn summary both resotutions are fackiftg. 
Solarz-Michel is too open ended and Hamil
ton-Gephardt is too r.estr~. 
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I am convinced that it is possible to drive 

Saddam from Kuwait, and from Baghdad, by a 
combination of sanctions and limited offensive 
military strikes. 

I hope that if the Hamilton-Gephardt resolu
tion passes, the President will not disregard 
the rule of law and launch an unconsitutional 
offense. Such action would deeply divide the 
American people at a time when we should be 
united in our resolve. 

If Solarz-Michel passes, I hope the Presi
dent exercises careful restraint and pursues a 
course of gradual escalation, putting primary 
emphasis on sanctions, but speeding their ef
fectiveness with surgical military operations. If 
we do this, while working for equitable burden 
sharing with our international partners, we will 
be able to teach the international community 
that we have the confidence and respect of 
them, and of ourselves. In addition we may 
learn that determined patience, the kind of pa
tience that paid off in NATO, is more the char
acter of America than the characterization of 
America as some kind of world-class 
"Rambo". 

One last final thought: The pressure on 
Saddam and the Revolutionary Council 
doesn't really begin to build until the passage 
of the deadline next Monday evening. We owe 
it to ourselves, the people of America, and our 
international partners to see how he reacts. If 
he doesn't withdraw from Kuwait soon after 
the passage of the deadline, the use of an in
creasing military offensive capability should be 
used. 

I could vote for the Solarz-Michel resolution 
in the hopes that the President will do just 
that. Or I could vote for Hamilton-Gephardt 
which supports sanctions and asks the Presi
dent to come back to us and ask for approval 
to do that. 

Though not happy with either resolution, on 
balance I believe it is in the country's best in
terest that we should support Hamilton-Gep
hardt because I believe that we should wait for 
2 to 3 more weeks, and the President should 
formulate a specific proposal for the use of 
force. Were we to do so, by then, a few short 
days from now, the President should give us 
his specific-in secret session if necessary
request for greater authority. By that time, 
Saddam having failed to quit Kuwait, would re
ceive an overwhelming mandate of support for 
the extreme military option. At that point the 
President would have my total support. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DOR
NAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, a proud moment for the 
House; debate excellent on both sides, 
Mr. Leader. 

With each passing day, Saddam Hus
sein grows stronger in the field of ter
rorism, and prepositions more weapons 
of horror worldwide. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
MORELLA]. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in favor of the resolution so we can 
have a continuation of sanctions, diplo
macy, and against force at this time. 

Mr. Speaker, we in Congress today face as 
difficult a decision as any of us have ever, or 
will ever, make. It is, quite frankly, a decision 
which none of us welcomes, but which we are 
responsible for making, and which we were 
elected to make. Let there be no doubt that 
the final decision about going to war properly 
rests with the representatives of the people 
here assembled. 

I believe most strongly that the decisions 
which will be made today should not, and will 
not, be made on the basis of partisan consid
erations. In addressing the most critical issues 
which we are debating-how best to avoid war 
and the loss of lives, how best to serve the in
terests of the brave and courageous men and 
women serving in our Nation's armed forces, 
and how best to protect and to serve our Na
tion's national security-Members of Congress 
must probe deeply their individual con
sciences, and weigh that which we feel in our 
hearts as well as our heads. I hold the deep
est respect for all of my colleagues who with 
me today are making these crucial decisions, 
regardless of their vote. 

There are few, if indeed there are any, of us 
who believe that the use of force is not a jus
tifiable response to Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. 
The question which we each face is whether 
the Nation's interest is best served by the use 
of force at this time. 

There are few words which could express 
how strongly I condemn Iraq's illegal, immoral, 
and entirely unjustified invasion of Kuwait and 
Iraq's brutal aggression against the Kuwaiti 
people. We are all familiar with the reports of 
human rights groups which have compiled ab
solutely horrific accounts of war crimes com
mitted against Kuwaiti civilians and aliens resi
dent in Kuwait. The world community of civ
ilized nations holds Saddam Hussein and his 
henchmen responsible for their actions, and 
must see that justice is done. 

Mr. Speaker, I supported the President's 
policy at the beginning. I believe that the de
ployment of troops to the gulf region was nec
essary to prevent further aggression by Iraq. I 
have been most impressed by the success 
which the President has had in rallying global 
support for his policies and have lauded his 
determination to work through the United Na
tions to achieve a just resolution of this crisis. 

At the same time, I have grave concerns 
about authorizing the use of force at this time. 
I believe that the global community has un
fairly placed on the United States, and that we 
have too easily accepted, the principal cost, in 
terms of both American lives and American 
dollars, of expelling Iraq from Kuwait. Why 
have those countries which are even more de
pendent on gulf oil, or which are more directly 
at risk from Iraqi aggression, not contributing 
more to our efforts in the gulf? Why are only 
20,000 of Saudi Arabia's 65,000 army soldiers 
deployed on the Iraqi border? Why haven't our 
NA TO allies pledged more military support? 
Why have we not secured from Japan and 
Germany, which are rightly precluded from the 
use of their military forces beyond their bor
ders, greater financial support? I strongly be
lieve that this crisis requires that all members 
of the global community assume a fair share 
of the responsibility, and I am not convinced 
that they have done so to date. 

Most importantly, Mr. Speaker, I am not 
convinced that we have made every possible 
effort to resolve this situation without resorting 
to force. As a mother of nine children, who 
has had family members who have served this 
country in combat, and who has a former 
staff er serving today in Saudi Arabia, I believe 
that we must explore every possible alter
native to war before asking our brave men 
and women in the Armed Forces of the United 
States to make the ultimate sacrifice. We owe 
them no less. 

Mr. Speaker, I will yield to no one in my 
love of our country or in my respect for Presi
dent Bush and his office. And while I believe 
that the use of force is justifiable and will likely 
support it in the future should all other alter
natives fail to achieve the goals set forth by 
our President and the United Nations, I cannot 
in good conscience vote in support of the use 
of force at this time. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
BROWN). 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, lis
tening to the debate and speeches of many of 
my colleagues over the past few days has, 
quite frankly, often appalled me. 

True, today's votes are some of the most 
difficult ones we could ever be asked to cast. 
Also true is the fact that there are at least 
good arguments on each side. But from the 
flurry of factors there emerges one clincher. 
After giving .each point its due and letting them 
cancel each other out, there is one point that 
remains standing. 

To my colleagues who suggest that that one 
point is the administration's view that we must 
send a message to the world's oppressors 
and fight Saddam Hussein because it is mor
ally imperative to do so, I say, "Hogwash!" 
Where was the State Department during the 
1980's when the same Saddam Hussein was 
waging war against Iran for 8 years, complete 
with liberal usage of chemical weapons? If 
President Bush is sincere in his message now, 
he would have stated it then. Furthermore, this 
aim is in conflict with the President's stated 
objectives, to only liberate Kuwait, not to hunt 
Hussein or level Iraq. 

To my colleagues who suggest that the one 
main point that necessitates war is that the 
flow of oil must be secured, I say, "Misin
formation!" Prior to August, only a very small 
percentage of Kuwait's petroleum came to the 
United States and since August we have been 
doing just fine without that, too. It is grotesque 
to assert that we should bear the costs of war 
for the oil that is used by Japan and other in
dustrial giants. 

To my colleagues who suggest that the sa
lient point in this debate is that we cannot 
leave the region and allow Israel to stand 
alone against Iraq, I say, "Speculation!" While 
standing firm with our allies in the region is 
very important, defending Israel has never 
been one of the President's stated objectives 
in deploying troops to the gulf. Furthermore, 
the suggestion that, after we leave the gulf 
peacefully, Iraq will attack Israel is just one 
among a sea of plausible scenarios. Who 
knows what other events and intervening fac
tors will come to pass in the near future? One 
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could just as easily argue that Iraq will once 
again turn against its neighbor, Iran. 

To my colleagues who suggest that the 
most weighty point is that we must stabilize 
the region, I say, "Illusory!" If they really sup
port stability then they should be calling for an 
international peace conference on the Middle 
East to resolve the disputes through negotia
tion toward a long-term solution that all parties 
can live with. Furthermore, if our military's pur
pose was to stabilize regions, then we should 
also deploy troops to the Soviet Union, Indo
china, Africa, Central America, and elsewhere. 

To my colleagues who say that the one 
main point that necessitates war is that we 
must uphold our international credibility and 
stature, I say, "Aggression!" Recklessly jump
ing into war without exhausting alternatives 
will only make the United States look like a 
limping, aging giant who must thrash about to 
remind himself of what he was or could be. 
We will lose friends, not gain or retain them. 

To my colleagues who say that the key 
point is that we must simply restore Kuwait's 
Government, I say, "Why?" Since when are 
we willing to go to war to uphold a regressive 
monarchy? If we do so in Kuwait, then we 
should have gone to war to reverse innumer
able injustices worldwide in recent years. 

As I see it, in the minds of the people there 
is only one point that remains standing after 
all others have canceled each other out: There 
is not yet any reason good enough to die for. 
America should not be in the business of 
wasting our young lives for the sake of some 
oblique geopolitical strategy contrived on 
some chalkboard. Just ask your constituents 
who have a son or daughter, mother or father 
in uniform in the gulf. They overwhelmingly do 
not see the situation as one that is bad 
enough to risk their loved one's lives. I strong
ly urge our colleagues who support the Solarz 
resolution to reconsider the'ir position in light of 
the devastating consequences that their vote 
could have on those families. I believe that the 
question of war should be viewed strictly as 
representatives of the people, not as military 
or academic theorists. 

Mr. Speaker, I am putting forth a call for hu
manness. I ask all my colleagues to put aside 
all the geopolitical analysis and ask them
selves simply, "What is right?" I believe that 
the overwhelming answer will be to support 
the HamiltorrGephardt resolution and oppose 
the Solarz-administration resolution. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution. When 
this crisis began, I had hopes that a long-term 
policy of diplomatic pressure and economic 
sanctions was likely to succeed. I still have 
those hopes, and I continue to support that 
strategy. 

After the invasion of Kuwait on August 2, 
President Bush and the international commu
nity acted quickly and effectively to halt Iraq's 
Army, impose a comprehensive embargo, and 
ensure that Iraq got no financial gain from its 
capture of Kuwait's oil fields. 

We have had some successes. Iraq's ar
mies have been halted. Iraq can no longer buy 
weapons abroad. Before the crisis, Iraq ex
ported about 3 million barrels of oil per day. 
The sanctions have cut that to zero. Iraq's 
other imports and exports are almost entirely 
cut off, and Iraq's GNP has fallen by 40 to 50 

percent. That is an economic blow greater 
than any our country has ever suffered. I know 
there have been leaks, and I know the risks of 
erosion over time, but I still believe the sanc
tions need more time to work. 

I think the case for continued sanctions re
mains valid. The Desert Shield force has 
blocked his aggression and is now large 
enough to defeat any attempt he could make 
against it. Iraq is blockaded by sea. The inter
national community has branded Saddam 
Hussein the aggressor, and is resolute in its 
determination to stop him and reverse his an'
nexation of Kuwait. His neighbors, Syria and 
Turkey, have joined the international coalition 
and show no inclination to leave. Egypt, the 
most populous of the Arab nations, shows no 
signs of wavering in its support. 

If Iraq refuses to leave Kuwait, the policy of 
sanctions, containment, and prolonged pres
sure will do permanent damage to Iraq's econ
omy, make it much more difficult for Saddam 
Hussein to sustain his bloated military, and set 
a precedent for future international coopera
tion against aggression by Iraq or anyone 
else. 

I believe that the policy outlined by the 
Hamilton-Gephardt resolution is a sound strat
egy. I know that some say we have made no 
progress up to this point. The Iraqi Foreign 
Minister's performance in Geneva strength
ened their argument. But I believe that the 
most successful resolution we can ask for is 
that Iraq leaves Kuwait without a shot fired. 
And with that in mind, regardless of what the 
Congress does today, I urge the President to 
use sanctions as our preferred policy in this 
crisis. 

Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 
now that we have provided the President of 
the United States the authority to use force to 
carry out U.S. and U.N. policy in the Persian 
Gulf, I believe that all possible avenues must 
be pursued. With that in mind, I have written 
President George Bush on this day imploring 
him to give diplomacy one last chance to re
solve this crisis peacefully. While I support the 
Presidential authority to use force in this crisis, 
I feel it must be used only as a last resort. I 
would like to include that letter in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I realize that this 
letter reaches you on the eve of momentous 
events in the world, however, I implore you 
to consider it. 

As you know, the Congress of the United 
States has now provided you the authority 
to use force to carry out American policy in 
the Persian Gulf if and when you deem it 
necessary. I supported this authority for a 
variety of reasons which I outlined during 
the debate in the House of Representatives. 
But most of all, I believe that our Com
mander in Chief should have every available 
option during this time of tension. 

Nevertheless, I believe that all other op
tions should be exhausted before this Nation 
employs force. I have discussed this crisis 
with many of my constituents and some of 
them are concerned that we are rushing into 
a war without using all means necessary to 
avoid violent conflict. Therefore, I respect
fully request that diplomacy be given one 
last attempt to resolve this crisis peacefully. 
Even though the congressional resolution 
authorizing force requires you to report to 
the Congress that all diplomatic efforts have 
failed, the American people must be certain 

that force is being used only as a last resort. 
We must be confident that if American men 
and women are being sent into battle, it is 
being done because all other means of peace
ful resolution have failed. 

I believe you now have the flexibility to 
convince the leader of Iraq that the United 
States is committed to use force and you can 
use this tool in a last effort of diplomacy. I 
urge you to seriously consider this option 
when weighing the consequences of your de
cision. 

TOM MCMILLEN. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I am voting 
against a declaration of war today. 

Supporters of the President have raised 
three points to which I would like to respond: 
the issues of stopping territorial aggression, of 
protecting human rights, and preserving oil 
supplies. 

How does each of these issues affect the 
United States? 

On aggression, the aggression has stopped. 
Saddam Hussein has been contained. Yes, 
the aggression is yet to be reversed. But it 
took us 45 years to do that after World War 
II. What is the hurry? What is the rush to war 
after just 6 months? 

As for human rights, they do not exist in the 
Persian Gulf as we know and revere them in 
our country. I wish they did, but the monar
chies of the Middle East have never extended 
what we consider basic rights to their resi
dents. War will not change their moral and 
ethical traditions which have evolved over cen
turies. 

The issue of protecting an oil supply-large
ly for Europe and Japan-is too crass a dis
regard of human life to warrant serious de
bate. For those who persist, it should suffice 
to point out that the United States is insolvent. 
We are in a deep recession. To increase our 
deficit and debt by over $50 billion should turn 
the most aggressive warriors away from com
bat. 

President Bush is anxious to go to war. 
Let's review the options foregone. President 
Bush has been an ally of Hussein. President 
Bush has funded the abuse of human rights in 
El Salvador and refused to act against the 
murderers of priests, women, and children in 
El Salvador-yet he now rushes to express 
concern about Kuwait. Upset about territorial 
invasions? What about Nicaragua? 

I listened to serious debate for almost 3 
days. Despite all of the flag waving, energy 
saving, Presidential loyalty, and saving our 
prestige arguments, there was nothing said to 
justify the deaths of tens of thousands of 
American service men and women-not to 
mention the civilian population that would in
evitably be slaughtered. 

As I listened, I could find no reason, no 
issue, not one scintilla of patriotic calling to 
convince me to vote, on behalf of my constitu
ents, to risk the life of one U.S. citizen at this 
time. 

Mr. FUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
address perhaps the most difficult question 
this body will face; significantly, it is the very 
first issue--and rightly so--on the agenda of 
this 102d Congress. 

For me, it is particularly important, since I, 
the only Member of Congress from Puerto 
Rico, have just returned from the Middle East 
as a member of the official House delegation 
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sent there to assess the explosive and com
plicated situation in the Persian Gulf. Mr. 
Speaker, there are no easy answers to the 
long-standing problems in the Middle East, but 
we are all resolved that Saddam Hussein's 
brutal and naked aggression against Kuwait 
cannot be allowed to stand. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, there are 
choices, different approaches to the problem. 
It is a very difficult choice we must make 
today, but I must support the Hamilton-Gep
hardt resolution that would authorize the use 
of force now to defend Saudi Arabia and Unit
ed States troops to enforce the embargo 
against Iraq-but, and most significantly, does 
not authorize offensive action against Iraq at 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, was has terrible, irrevocable 
consequences. There will be thousands of 
casualties, both ours and innocent Arabs. 
Moreover, war in Iraq will provoke resentment 
in the Arab world for a very long time. Most 
importantly, war would seriously jeopardize the 
emerging New World order. That new order 
must be one where peace is the ruling consid
eration, one based on law and justice and di
plomacy. It cannot be built on the basis of a 
terrible war. We simply must not let this hap
pen. This New World order is simply too vital, 
too far reaching, to slip between the cracks of 
a relatively minor confrontation between Mid
dle East neighbors. 

Let us seize the moment, Mr. Speaker, let 
us make this the finest moment of this 1 02d 
Congress. Let us support the President, Mr. 
Speaker, but let us put the interests of all the 
citizens of the United States first. Let us put 
Saddam Hussein on notice-firmly and 
unequivocably-but first let us give sanctions 
a chance to work. That is the prudent thing to 
do, and to that extent I support the Hamilton
Gephardt resolution. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, the question of 
whether to go to war is a most serious matter. 
The decision we are faced with today and to
morrow is a decision to commit U.S. forces to 
a war that the U.S. people are divided over. 
We have a very solemn constitutional obliga
tion here to debate this matter-as Congress 
appropriately must-and to decide for our
selves and on behalf of our constituents what 
the best course of action for our Nation should 
be. The Congress must listen to the President, 
but it also has the constitutional responsibility 
to make an independent judgment. 

To begin with, I share the repulsion that all 
Members have to the unprovoked invasion of 
Kuwait and to the atrocities that have been 
committed against that nation since August 2. 
I am also sensitive to the dangers that the 
Iraqi military machine poses to the region. The 
international community and certainly all of us 
in Congress agree that Iraq must withdraw 
from Kuwait. Our debate here is over how 
best to accomplish that goal, and whether it 
can be accomplished without resorting to war. 
Because after all, war is-and should-a last 
resort. But let Saddam Hussein make no mis
take, he is going to leave Kuwait. 

After considering the excellent arguments 
raised on both sides of this critical question, 
and after listening to the outstanding debate 
here in the House I have decided to support 
the Gephardt-Hamilton resolution to urge con
tinuation of the policy of economic and diplo-

matic pressure that was originally presented 
by the President last August. The policy of de
ploying troops to stop Saddam's aggression, 
to contain him and to apply economic sanc
tions against Iraq were overwhelmingly sup
ported by the American people. 

It is important to realize that the Gephardt
Hamilton resolution explicitly authorizes the 
use of American military force to enforce the 
. economic embargo against Iraq, to defend 
Saudi Arabia from direct Iraqi attack and to 
protect American forces in the region. It does 
not rule out authorizing the use of force, if 
necessary, at a later date to force Iraqi troops 
from Kuwait. This resolution simply states that 
continued application of international sanctions 
and diplomatic efforts to pressure Iraqi out of 
Kuwait is the wisest course at this time for our 
Nation and for the Middle East region. 

Congress strongly supported President 
Bush immediately after August 2, in his initial 
decision to deploy troops to the Persian Gulf 
in order to deter further Iraqi aggression. And 
we were united in support of economic sanc
tions, which the President said would take 
time to be effective. We were willing to 
demonostrate the patience necessary to con
vince Saddam Hussein to understand that he 
had made a serious error. Both the House and 
Senate adopted resolutions by overwhelming 
margins affirming this support. And this policy 
of imposing economic sanctions while provid
ing American and Allied Forces to deter fur
ther aggression against Saudi Arabia had the 
support of the vast majority of the American 
people. 

In watching events unfold however, I believe 
that the President made a serious error in an
nouncing a fundamental shift in our strategy 
on November 8. Without prior consultation 
with either the Congress or our allies in the 
international coalition, the President an
nounced a doubling of the size of our de
ployed military forces in order to provide a 
credible option to launch a military offensive 
against Kuwait. I believe President Bush was 
also misguided in his judgment to impose an 
arbitrary deadline for exercising this military 
option. 

The result is that the burden for this addi
tional deployment has fallen disproportionately 
on the United States. Questions have been 
raised about the willingness of some deployed 
allied forces to participate in offensive oper
ations. And the united front in the Congress 
and in the country disappeared. 

This debate, and the communications we 
are receiving from our constituents, clearly 
demonstrate that the Nation is divided in its 
determination that a war at this time is either 
justified or required. We are divided on this 
issue. And if there is one lesson we should 
have learned from the tragedy of Vietnam it 
is-as Ross Perot has stated-do not commit 
this Nation to war if the country is not united. 
Until November 8 the American people and 
the Congress met this test, now they do not. 
It would be far better to continue the Presi
dent's original policy, at least in the near term. 

The Congress has heard from a wide array 
of "experts" on all aspects of the situation in 
which we find ourselves. While their opinions 
are instructive, they are all inherently specula
tion. No one can say with any degree of cer
tainty whether economic sanctions will force 

Iraq out of Kuwait, and if so when. We can, 
however, say with certainty, that they are 
working with unprecedented effectiveness. In 
past circumstances, economic sanctions have 
been judged effective when they resulted in a 
2.5-percent reduction in gross national prod
uct. In this case the GNP decline in Iraq is on 
the order of 50 percent, and Senator NUNN 
has estimated they could reach 70 percent. 
Iraq has lost 98 percent of its foreign earnings, 
and 90 percent of its imports have been halt
ed. There has been a 40-percent drop in civil
ian production. Iraq's hard currency is nearly 
exhausted. Multibillions of dollars in oil reve
nues have been lost. Spare parts for his for
eign-built military machine have been termi
nated. Saddam Hussein certainly can not be 
enjoying economic sanctions. 

At the same time, no one can say with cer
tainty what would happen if there is war. 
There is no shortage of arm chair strategists 
here in Washington, DC. You can find some
one with an impressive title to speculate on 
virtually any conceivable military strategy and 
outcome. I don't know if air power alone could 
prevail. I don't know whether the Iraqi Army 
will give up when confronted with our forces. 
I certainly do not pretend to be able to predict 
the length of the casualty lists. But I do know 
that the toll could be high, involving many 
thousand lives on both sides. The long range 
potential for post war instability is huge. And 
the economic cost would include not just the 
estimated $1 billion a day during the fighting, 
but the devastation that war would produce in 
energy markets that could take the current re
cession and plunge us toward depression. 
One clear message that the conflicting public 
opinion polls send is that the American people 
are not prepared to accept heavy casualties to 
restore the Emirate in Kuwait. 

The risks of war should not be borne unless 
we have, in fact, exhausted every reasonable 
avenue to achieve our goals without blood
shed. I am not convinced that we have ex
hausted all those avenues. I am not convinced 
that time is on the side of Saddam Hussein. 
The United Nations, the European Community, 
and the Arab League are all exploring a diplo
matic settlement to this issue. 

I also want to make it clear that should Iraq 
see the error of its ways and agree to honor 
the requirements of U.N. Security Council 
Resolution 678 that we will not immediately 
forget the problems faced in the region. In par
ticular, the Iraqi military machine will have to 
be contained and dealt with by the inter
national community. But there are economic 
and diplomatic options other than war, includ
ing a continuing arms embargo, more aggres
sive restrictions on technology transfer, as well 
as negotiated arms reductions on all sides in 
the region that can be pursued. An agreement 
of the coalition arrayed against Iraq to achieve 
a stable security agreement for the region, 
perhaps including a permanent international 
peacekeeping force, is essential. 

It is with disappointment that I cannot sup
port the President in his request for immediate 
authorization to use military force in the Per
sian Gulf. I am sensitive to the impact this will 
have on his efforts. But I am not convinced 
that failure to attack on January 16 will fatally 
undermine our efforts. In fact, it could provide 
the opportunity that is needed to initiate a new 
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world or)Wr demonstrating that the goals of 
the international community can be accom
plished without resorting to war. Can anyone 
honestly state that we have exhausted every 
peaceful option? I do not think so. 

I also strongly support the Durbin-Bennett 
resolution, clearly expressing the constitutional 
powers and responsibilities that belong to the 
Congress on issues of war and peace. I would 
fervently urge the President to honor the will 
of the Congress, if we do not vote for imme
diate authorization of military force in this in
stance. To ignore such an action would trigger 
a constitutional crisis that would seriously un
dermine any military effort. The President 
must realize that without the support of Con
gress and the American people, no policy can 
be sustained. 

At the same time, if the Congress votes to 
authorize the use of military force, I hope that 
the Members of this body and the Nation as 
a whole will honor the outcome as well and 
unite in support of that decision. If this fateful 
decision is made, the President and our troops 
in the field will have my complete support. But 
I would hope that in any event that the Presi
dent would seriously heed the language of the 
Solarz-Michel resolution requiring a certifi
cation that all peaceful options have been ex
hausted before any military action is begun. 

So at this time, we all hope and pray that 
war can be averted. My vote today is based 
on my conviction that the Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution is truly the last best hope for peace. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution. 

I want to say at the outset that I have the 
greatest respect and personal affection for the 
President-as well as for those closest to him 
in the White House who have been the shap
ers of our policy in the gulf since this crisis 
arose. I know that is not relevant to the policy 
matters at hand, but I wanted to say it any
way. These are decent and thoughtful men, 
and they are clearly trying to do the very best 
job they can. 

I think all of us feel that way, but as one of 
the couple of dozen or so Members who have 
had the opportunity to meet with the President 
in the White House on a number of occasions 
during the past 3 months, I did want to say 
that we all appreciate that opportunity to have 
had his ear, and to have had that chance to 
exchange views with him. He has reached out 
more than past Presidents to stay in touch 
with the Congress, and to share his concerns 
and his feelings and his intentions with us, 
and I think every one of us appreciates his 
openness and his willingness to do so very 
much. 

Having said that, I must also say that al
though virtually every one of us strongly sup
ported the Presidenf s initial response to Sad
dam Hussein's outrageous and brutal aggres
sion in Kuwait, some of us have strongly dis
agreed with his handling of this matter since 
he changed our policy last fall. 

Back on August 8, President Bush said, 
"The mission of our troops is wholly defensive. 
Hopefully, they will not be needed long. They 
will not initiate hostilities, but they will defend 
themselves, the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia and 
other friends in the Persian Gulf." 

Virtually every one of us supported that 
original policy of the President. And, most of 
us thought that policy was working. 

I believe that Mr. Bush succeeded months 
ago in protecting our vital interests in the gulf. 
We have successfully defended Saudi Arabia 
and the rest of the gulf states, deterred any 
further aggression by Iraq, ensured an ade
quate supply of oil at reasonable prices to the 
entire world, and brought about the release of 
all foreigners who wished to leave Kuwait and 
Iraq. 

Our initial modest deployment of troops, and 
our continuing strict enforcement of U.N. eco
nomic sanctions against Iraq were proper and 
proportionate responses to Iraq's aggression. 
They were adequate to protect our interests in 
the gulf, and were likely to have a completely 
successful result if applied with patience and 
with perseverance. 

We accomplished these objectives with the 
concerted help of virtually every other nation 
in the world and, during the first few weeks, at 
least, it looked as though only a fraction of the 
troops deployed in the region to achieve our 
objectives there would be U.S. personnel. 

Some time in late October and early No
vember, the administration changed its original 
policy. The President announced that we 
would double and then redouble the number 
of U.S. personnel in the region to about 
430,000 in order to ensure, as the President 
himself put it, "an adequate offensive military 
option" to carry out our goals there. 

That critical shift in policy brought about a 
number of changes that were detrimental, 
rather than helpful, to the eventual satisfactory 
outcome of our involvement there. 

It meant that a high proportion of all troops 
would be American-and it remains likely that, 
in the event of hostilities, probably 75 or 80 
percent or more of casualties will be Amer
ican. 

It meant that the world would increasingly 
see this as an argument between the United 
States and Iraq, and not as one between the 
entire world and Iraq which is, of course, what 
it is in fact-and should be seen as. 

By unilaterally ratcheting up the level of 
rhetoric and U.S. response, we sent absolutely 
the wrong signal to the rest of the world: That 
we would be happy to do the job for them, 
that we would take care of the problem for 
them. 

And by our scurrying around to get the Unit
ed Nations to set a Janaury 15 deadline, and 
by personalizing the confrontation between Mr. 
Bush and Saddam Hussein, and by making it 
more and more evident to the world that we 
were becoming impatient, the United States 
transformed the nature of the confrontation 
and made it more difficult to end it. We were 
no longer giving sanctions a chance. And we 
were ensuring that the sheer number of troops 
we had sent and the deadline we had set 
would themselves dictate our policy-rather 
than the other way around, as it should be. 

Thus, there was, I believe, a better way of 
handling this-at a lower level of bombast and 
bellicosity, with a proportionately lower level of 
American involvement, and in a way that 
would have led us to a solution that did not in
volve offensive military action. That better way 
was President Bush's original policy. 

I had the privilege last month of leading a 
bipartisan group of 19 Members of this House 
to the Persian Gulf. All of us came away with 
a renewed sense of pride and feelings of sup
port for our men and women who are there on 
our behalf. 

But as I saw the thousands of troops we 
had sent there and the tens of thousands of 
tons of materiel of all kinds-tanks, planes, 
and supplies of every sort-I had the recurring 
thought that if we can do what we are doing 
in the Persian Gulf, we can do anything. When 
you see what the United States can do in 
such a short period of time if we only put our 
minds, our hearts, and our resources together, 
it reminds you of what we could be doing here 
at home as well where problems are crying 
out for help. 

It's heartbreaking to realize how much we 
could accomplish here at home if we would 
only try; and its infuriating that we find it so 
easy to act overseas and so difficult to act to 
solve domestic problems. No one denies that 
we have major national interests to tend to in 
the gulf. But from the moment they were iden
tified, we have spent whatever sum of money 
is necessary and called up however many 
troops and reservists we need; we acted im
mediately, and we have stopped at nothing. 

Grave as this threat by Iraq may be to our 
vital interests as Americans, I can think of a 
dozen other vital interests that matter more in 
the everyday lives of most Americans and are 
more important to the long-term strength and 
security of our Nation-including improving an 
education system that is failing our children; 
reforming a health care system that costs too 
much and helps too few; halting the scourge 
of crime that makes personal security the No. 
1 concern of most of our citizens; and rebuild
ing an infrastructure of roads; bridges, and 
other economic supports that has fallen into 
almost total disrepair over the past generation. 

What is it about our interests overseas that 
inspire our President to commit any and every 
thing imaginable to protect them-and to give 
to the many problems we have here at home 
so little interest, money, and leadership? Why 
are we continuing the self-destructive work of 
the 1980's, taking care of everyone else's 
problems in the world, but not our own? 

One additional, ironic, and sad legacy of our 
involvement in the Persian Gulf in a manner 
that was uncalled for, and at a higher cost 
than was necessary, is that the additional bil
lions of dollars that this effort will add to our 
national deficit will effectively make it abso
lutely impossible for us to even begin to try to 
solve our problems here at home in the imme
diate future. 

And, finally, however events unfold in the 
Persian Gulf, two policies must come of this. 
The first must be an effective international un
dertaking, most especially with our Western 
European friends and allies, to ensure a strict 
regimen of arms control and limitation of tech
nology transfers to the Middle East region
and other regions-of the world. Iraq's 
nonconventional arsenal is worrisome and 
threatening not only to its neighbors in the 
Persian Gulf, but also to the entire world. And 
it's not only Iraq whose weapons capabilities 
should be of concern to us. Syria, too, has so
phisticated weapons and a leader who will not 
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hesitate to use them, and there are other po
tential trouble spots in the world as well. 

And the second must be the establishment 
and undertaking of a truly serious and sub
stantive national energy program for the Unit
ed States. The first two oil crises, in 1973 and 
1979, let to higher prices, long gas lines, dou
ble-digit inflation here at home, and recession 
around much of the world. 

This crisis may be leading us to war-and 
the loss of American lives, as well as $30 bil
lion or more in direct costs, higher oil prices, 
and the worldwide havoc it has already 
brought. 

We have got to care about American lives, 
and the well-being of our people enough to 
ensure that our national interests can never 
again be so seriously threatened by turmoil in 
the Persian Gulf. If we do not tend to these 
problems, if we do not lead international ef
forts to stem the flow of sophisticated arms 
and technology to the Middle East, and lessen 
our reliance on overseas supplies of oil, then 
all of the money, the hard work, and the lives 
that may be lost-we pray that none are-will 
all have been in vain. 

The question before us now is this: Are we 
bound to support our President, should we 
support our President, when he has moved us 
unwisely to the brink of war-when pursuit of 
his original policy, which had already achieved 
almost all of our important goals, would have 
continued to serve our interests well at a 
much lower cost in dollars and a very much 
lower risk of loss of lives? 

As one of the small group of Members who 
sat in meetings with the President over the 
last 3 months, as a Member: who has no 
doubts about the strength and the sincerity of 
the President's convictions about the policy he 
is pursuing, this gentleman finds himself want
ing very much to be supportive of Mr. Bush. 

But I feel much more strongly that we 
should not-we must not-let our desire to 
support our President in a time of crisis over
rule our judgment about the wisdom of author
izing the President to go to war. 

Is war really necessary? 
The answer is clearly, no. 
We have already stopped Iraqi aggression; 

we are punishing Iraq; we have already estab
lished the lesson that aggression does not 
pay. 

And we have done all this-and have every 
prospect of achieving our final goal of evicting 
Iraq from Kuwait, without resorting to war. 

Sanctions are working, and will succeed in 
weakening Saddam considerably if we are pa
tient. We have succeeded in cutting off Iraq's 
oil exports, almost its entire source of income; 
that has reduced Iraq's GNP by 50 percent, 
and will reduce it by 70 percent in the near fu
ture. Sanctions will weaken Iraq's military ca
pability as shortages of spare parts and need
ed materiel develop. 

As someone who has had regular briefings 
on the Persian Gulf crisis from the intelligence 
community. I must tell you that I am perplexed 
about the administration's eagerness to aban
don a good policy that was working. I am ab
solutely convinced that continued application 
of international economic sanctions will force 
Iraq out of Kuwait. We must give this policy a 
chance to work. 

The case for war in the gulf is very weak in
deed, and is driven mainly by our own mis
taken policy of forcing the issue unnecessarily 
by our huge and uncalled-for military buildup, 
and our setting of a deadline that makes suc
cessful diplomacy very, very difficult. 

Since we have achieved most of our original 
objectives, and since our remaining major goal 
is achievable with patience and by continuing 
to enforce the sanctions, we have no right, in 
my opinion, to put American lives at risk. 

We are now voting on whether to send 
American men and women to war. 

My own personal criterion for making such 
a decision is this: Is this a cause for which I 
believe my own sons and daughter should be 
sent to war? And my answer to that question 
is clearly n~for the reasons I have just 
given. 

And if I would not want my own children to 
be sent to this war, then I shall not vote to 
send other parents' children to this war-be
cause I believe that our Nation's vital interests 
have already been protected, and will ulti
mately be far better protected if we do not go 
to war. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my colleagues 
to vote for the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution, 
and against the Michel-Solarz resolution. With 
patient, steady application of sanctions, and 
with continued diplomacy, we will succeed in 
achieving the last of our objectives-the with
drawal of Iraq from Kuwait-and we will avoid 
the completely unnecessary loss of American 
lives. 

Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Speaker, let me make five 
points with which I believe most Americans 
agree: 

First, we should avoid a war in the Middle 
East if we can; 

Second, if we have to go to war to achieve 
our objectives in the Middle East, we must; 

Third, if we go to war, we must and will fight 
to win and win decisively and quickly; 

Fourth, our Nation should stand together 
and if we end up sending troops into combat 
to resolve the Middle East conflict, we must 
support them in every way possible; and 

Fifth, we are assuming these burdens be
cause of our position of world leadership, but 
our allies who stand as much to gain or more 
than we do from successful resolution of the 
gulf crisis ought to be paying their fair share
and they aren't. 

That being said, let me share what I believe 
are the disagreements in the current debate. I 
heard these disagreements when I traveled 
through the Fifth District earlier this week to 
solicit my constituents' views on what course 
of action our Nation ought to take; I have 
heard these same disagreements these past 2 
days as the issue has been debated on the 
floor of the House and Senate. 

First, there are different opinions about 
whether sanctions, diplomacy, and inter
national pressure have been successful or can 
be successful. Some say these methods have 
failed, and will fail, or will be successful only 
with the immediate threat of war. This group 
says attack now; give the President the bless
ings of the Congress to proceed with force on 
January 15. Others say that sanctions have 
worked-we isolated Iraq, we won release of 
the hostages-and if they are continued, they 
might bring enough pressure to bear on Sad-

dam Hussein that means can be found to re
solve the crisis without war. This group says 
be patient; that 5 months of embargo and 6 
hours of dialoq are not enough to accomplish 
resolution of the Middle East issues through 
peaceful means; that we should exhaust all 
options before risking American lives. 

There is also disagreement about what 
steps will allow us to maintain and strengthen 
the international coalition now opposing Iraq, 
and lead to the long-term stability of the Mid
dle East which is the most important of our 
objectives. 

Some say that we cannot hold the coalition 
together if we do not attack; that there is no 
way the issue can be settled peacefully which 
will lead to long-term stability in the Middle 
East. Others say that the surest way to splin
ter the alliance of nations aligned against Iraq 
is for us to use force prematurely, and that ef
forts to resolve the issues by force if not nec
essary will lead to increased instability and 
more bloody conflict in the future. 

We may need to go to war. If we fight, we 
must support our troops 1 00 percent and be 
united in our determination to finish the war 
quickly and with complete victory. But I will 
vote for the Hamilton resolution and against 
the Solarz resolution because I believe that 
there is still a possibility that diplomacy and 
sanctions can work. I don't want to risk Amer
ican lives and drain the American treasury if 
our allies aren't willing to do their share in 
shouldering the burden. 

The Netherlands, which receives 100 per
cent if its oil from the Persian Gulf, has not 
contributed any military or financial support to 
our mission in the Persian Gulf. Japan, which 
receives 63 percent of its oil from the region, 
has sent no troops to the gulf, and offered just 
$4 billion to an engagement that will cost an 
estimated $30 billion before one shot is fired. 
France, Spain, and Italy, all rely extensively on 
the Persian Gulf for their energy needs, but 
have yet to give a cent to what is supposed 
to be an international effort. 

Finally, Saudi Arabia, the nation which has 
the most at stake in the conflict, has profited 
to the tune of $9 billion as a result of the 
sharp increase in oil prices that we Americans 
have been paying at the pump for 6 months. 
They're continuing to line their pockets at the 
rate of $143 million a day, yet they have 
turned over just $1 billion of their windfall
much of which has come from American wal
lets-to the military effort. 

As long as there is some hope that contin
ued sanctions and negotiations can bring 
about a peaceful resolution of the Persian Gulf 
conflict, and until our allies back up their 
words with action, we should not risk the lives 
of the young men and women who are serving 
their country in the Middle East. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, the Amer
ican people and the vast majority of 
the world community share a single, 
unequivocal goal in resolving the crisis 
confronting us today in the Middle 
East. We seek the withdrawal of the ar
mies of Iraq from Kuwait and the res
toration of Kuwait to its previous con
dition. However, in deciding how to 
achieve this goal, the citizens of our 
Na ti on, and of the world, are not 
speaking with one voice. The great 
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question facing Congress is how to 
achieve our goal without needlessly 
sacrificing the lives of the men and 
women in our Armed Forces and with
out sacrificing the values that make 
our country strong. 

There are causes for which fighting 
and dying are worthwhile and nec
essary. Wisdom lies in knowing when 
to fight, when to ask young men and 
women to die. Today, I believe wisdom 
lies in patience and in resolve. We must 
resolve as a nation and as a global 
community to not respond to brute 
force with further violence until every 
avenue for a peaceful solution has been 
explored. We must be patient, and 
allow sanctions to have their full ef
fect. 

I believe our President is willing to 
risk too much too soon. The costs of an 
armed conflict with Iraq are great. 
Thousands of our own men and women 
face death and serious injury, while 
tens of thousands of civilians could be 
killed. Already in a recession, our 
economy will be devastated not only by 
skyrocketing oil prices but by the addi
tional taxes which our citizens would 
have to pay in order to finance a war 
with Iraq. The entire Middle East 
would be destabilized, particularly if 
Iraq follows through with its promise 
to attack Israel. Few have even consid
ered the long-term environmental 
problems associated with fires from ig
nited oil fields, which could burn for 
years and darken the skies across the 
region. 

The situation we currently face in 
the Middle East-with all its potential 
risks and costs-calls out for strong ef
forts for a nonviolent solution. Such a 
solution is possible. World opinion is 
strong and unified and economic sanc
tions against Iraq are clearly working. 
With such great risks associated with 
violence in this situation, does not the 
sane, moral choice lie in patience and 
diplomacy? 

There may come a time when mili
tary force clearly becomes our only op
tion. At that time I have no doubt that 
the Congress and the American people 
would approve of our Armed Forces 
joining a truly multinational military 
force to remove Iraqi troops from Ku
wait. However, until that day arrives, I 
favor President Bush's original strat
egy: economic sanctions, patience, the 
development of a multinational mili
tary force for deterrence, and diplo
macy. 

The Hamilton-Gephardt resolution, 
which I will support, authorizes the 
President to use military force to de
fend our soldiers and to sustain the 
U.N. embargo against Iraq. This resolu
tion tells the President that sanctions 
and diplomatic efforts to make Iraq 
leave Kuwait are the wisest choices at 
this time. This resolution also states 
that at any time the Congress will re
consider a new request from the Presi-

dent for a declaration of war or author
ization to use military force. 

Let Saddam Hussein make no mis
take: We in this country are of one 
mind. He must withdraw his armies 
from Kuwait. Regardless of whether 
that end will be achieved peacefully or 
at tremendous cost to Iraq and the rest 
of the world community, it will be 
achieved. 

My hope is that we in this body will 
exercise the resolve and wisdom which 
this situation demands. We have the 
strength to be patient. We have the re
sponsibility to respect the lives of the 
men and women we sent to the Middle 
East. And we have the chance, still, to 
achieve a peaceful solution to this con
flict. 

As many others have said on this 
floor, a peaceful solution can be ob
tained only if we couple our resolve, as 
indicated by our economic sanctions 
backed by overwhelming military 
force, with a flexible · and enlightened 
negotiating position. So far what we 
have lacked is such a negotiating posi
tion. Six hours spent telling the For
eign Minister of Iraq how we will de
stroy his country is not an adequate 
position. 

If the President is sincere in his com
mitment to a new world order, and I 
believe he is, he should begin now to 
demonstrate that commitment. The 
greatest weakness in our present posi
tion, and one which could lead to the 
rapid deterioration of our multi
national alliance over time, is the ap
pearance that it is a U.S.-dominated 
military adventure aimed at shoring up 
the Western industrial nations interest 
in mideast oil resources. We can argue 
as long as we will that we are really 
engaged in a crusade to protect human 
rights and the rule of law in the world, 
but our past deeds belie our protesta
tions. 

Over a generation the United States 
and the Soviets have joined to emas
culate the United Nations and multi
national peacekeeping because we pre
ferred a bipolar world dominated by 
the two super-powers. We revelled in 
proxy wars around the globe and re
jected overtures from the United Na
tions or other sources to resolve them 
peacefully. No tyrant was too irra
tional, cruel, or unjust to his people to 
be denied our aid and friendship if he 
stood with us in our holy war against 
the global Communist conspiracy. Arab 
and Moslem nations were measured not 
by their needs or by the quality of 
their commitment to justice and de
mocracy but by their subservience to 
the U.S. views of the cold war. 

The Arab nations know this history 
well. They know that many of the 
problems of the Mideast today are the 
legacy of irresponsible Western colo
nialism of the last century. They also 
know that they have a great challenge 
before them to rise above this history 
and to create a new and more just soci-

ety based upon the best of Moslem his
tory, cultures, and religion, but open 
to the benefits available from the judi
cious use of Western industrial culture. 

If we expect a new world order to 
emerge from the current confrontation 
with Saddam Hussein, we must start 
now to involve the Arab nations in de
termining the future of their region. A 
coalition of Arab leaders should be con
ducting negotiations with Hussein, 
under the auspices of the U .N. Security 
Counsel and backed by the commit
ment of U.S. resources. The military 
forces arrayed against Iraq should be 
guided by an international joint com
mand with highly visible Arab com
manders. President Bush and Secretary 
Baker should adopt a posture of great
er respect for the Arab nation and the 
Moslem world. An attitude of appro
priate humility because of our past 
sins, and of greater sincerity in ad
dressing this "vision thing" of a new 
world order would help create the set
ting for a post-crisis approach to a 
wide range of Mid-East problems. 

I believe that a nation such as Iraq 
which can and has sustained a million 
casualties in a border dispute with a 
neighboring Moslem nation-Iran
could in all likelihood accept far great
er casual ties against an infidel force 
invading the holy places of Islam. I la
ment this prospective loss of Moslem 
lives as much as I do the corresponding 
loss of U.S. lives. Both losses are irra
tional, unnecessary, and unproductive 
in reaching lasting solutions to real 
problems. 

So I beg the President, with respect 
and humility, to consider now the need 
to create a new atmosphere in this 
time of crisis. Take some brave new 
steps to change the framework of nego
tiations. Do not retreat from our core 
position, but be more sensitive to a 
larger set of core issues. The American 
people and the world will respect such 
leadership. You will then truly be able 
to say that you are helping to shape a 
new world order. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remaining time on this side to the 
distinguished Speaker of the House, 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
FOLEY]. 

D 1300 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I take the 

well in what will be an unusual and 
only occasional circumstance, to speak 
to my colleagues as a Member rather 
than as the Speaker. But as I leave the 
chair and come to the well, I hope I 
may for just a moment speak to you as 
the Speaker, and tell you that I think 
this general debate-the longest in the 
modern history of the House of Rep
resentati ves, extending over 20 hours-
has done great credit to each Member 
who has spoken to the House, to all 
those who have taken opposing and dif
ficult views, and in the highest tradi
tion of this body fulfills our constitu-
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tional responsibilities and our obliga
tions to those Americans for whom we 
stand and speak. 

But I would not feel it right to stand 
behind the usual custom of the Speaker 
not to vote and not to speak on a ques
tion of this importance. I do not ask 
anyone to follow me, but I do feel the 
need to explain to my constituents, to 
those who have sent me here, why I 
will cast a vote for the Hamil ton-Gep
hardt resolution and against the 
Michel-Solarz resolution. 

I will vote this way not because I do 
not have the greatest respect for those 
who take an opposing view. I do. And I 
know what a difficult choice this is for 
each of us. I will not go over the argu
ments again. They have been articu
lated so well and so ably on both sides. 

But let me suggest what this debate 
is not about. It is not about a lack of 
determination to see Saddam Hussein, 
a brutal dictator who has taken a 
country by force and violence and 
holds it today, removed from Kuwait. 
We will not permit him to stay. We are 
committed to his removal. 

This debate is not about who sup
ports the President of the United 
States and who does not. I honor and 
respect the President. I know his deter
mination and I also know the awful 
loneliness and terrible consequence of 
the decisions that he must make. 

In a letter to Thomas Jefferson, 
James Madison wrote that, 

The Constitution supposes what the his
tory of all governments demonstrate, that 
the Executive is the branch* * *most inter
ested in war, and most prone to it. It has ac
cordingly* * *vested the question of war in 
the legislature. 

I do not believe that the President 
wants war. I believe that he devoutly 
wishes peace and will continue to hope 
and work for it. But it is wrong to sug
gest that we who have taken our own 
oath can burden him further by giving 
to him alone the responsibility that 
also must be ours today. We must 
share in this decision. We have been 
elected to do it. The Constitution man
dates it, and we would shirk our duty if 
we easily acquiesce in what the Presi
dent decides. That is unfair to him, as 
it is to our constituents and to our re
sponsibilities. 

The President deserves, more than 
any single person in this country, not 
our agreement given casually or auto
matically, but our informed and con
scientious judgment. And each Member 
should strive to give that to the Presi
dent and the country today. 

This debate is not about who sup
ports our troops. We hear constant ref
erences that they are eager, almost 
anxious to fight and to sacrifice and 
perhaps to die. And I must say a re
spectful thank God. Thank God we 
have young men and women who are so 
committed to this country, to its val
ues, and to its service that they are 
ready to lay down their very lives for 

it, and for their fellow citizens. That is 
a tremendous gift to this country. And 
each of us who has seen our troops in 
the field, our young men and women, 
and noted their morale and enthu
siasm, and, as I say, even eagerness, 
ought not just respect and thank them 
for it; we have a duty not to rush them 
into an early and precipitous war as a 
way of recognizing their willingness to 
make that sacrifice. 

This debate is not about supporting 
the coalition that the President has so 
successfully organized. It is not about 
supporting the United Nations that has 
a new and revived role in promoting 
international order. 

It is not about standing with our al
lies. All of those things can be done in 
support of the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
lution. 

The debate is not about the use of 
force. Force is being used every day. 
Ships are being stopped. Iraq is being 
surrounded, its military potential has 
been hedged. We only reserve the right 
to give final approval to the President 
to initiate the maximum offensive 
force in our command, the terrible, ter
rible force that . this country has the 
power to inflict. 

Eight years ago, in the 98th Congress, 
this House was asked to adopt a resolu
tion providing for the continued peace
keeping presence of U.S. marines and 
other servicemen in Lebanon. The 
Speaker of the House, Thomas P. 
O'Neill, took the well and asked all 
Members to support the President's re
quest that we should continue the 
American peacekeeping presence in 
Lebanon. I voted for that resolution. I 
regret that vote today, not because one 
could not honorably support such a res
olution; not because I wanted to back 
the President or I wanted to stand firm 
with the leadership on both sides of the 
aisle. Those were all decent reasons. I 
regret that vote today not just be
cause, as we all regret, 300 marines lost 
their lives. I regret it also because I 
cast that vote feeling doubtful, uncer
tain, unwilling to commit myself fully 
to its consequence. And those who be
lieve that the President must now be 
armed with what unquestionably-as 
DANTE F ASCELL so honorably and can
didly has told this House-is the vir
tual declaration of war, should not 
hesitate to vote that way, should not 
hesitate to give him that power. 

But let me suggest to you one thing. 
Do not do it under the notion that you 
merely hand him another diplomatic 
tool, another arrow in the quiver of 
economic and international leverage. 
The President has signaled no doubt 
about this. He has said again and again 
that, if given the power, he may well 
use it, perhaps sooner than we realize. 
If that is your judgment, vote honor
ably and calmly and securely. 

But if you feel that more can be 
done; if you feel that the sanctions 
have not yet wasted their opportunity; 

if you believe that Saddam Hussein is 
growing weaker every day under their 
impression; if you believe the inter
national coalition will hold; if you be
lieve that this Nation's leadership is 
best expressed in this body and in the 
other body, and in the coalition of con
stitutional consent, then vote for Ham
ilton-Gephardt. 

But however you vote, as the major
ity leader has said, let us come to
gether after the vote with the notion 
that we are Americans here, not Demo
crats and not Republicans, all anxious 
to do the best for our country, without 
recrimination as to motive, without 
anything but the solemn pride that on 
this great decision day we voted as our 
conscience and judgment told us we 
should. And though our opinion may 
change over years, we will then not 
bear the burden of a harsh judgment on 
our honor and our actions at this mo
ment. 

And though I too was raised in a tra
dition that honored silent and private 
prayer, I offer a public prayer for this 
House, for all of us, for the Congress, 
for our President-and he is our Presi
dent-and for the American people, 
particularly those young Americans 
who stand willing to make the supreme 
sacrifice. May God bless us and guide 
us and help us in the fateful days that 
lie ahead. 

D 1310 
The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 

previous question is ordered on the 
concurrent resolution. 

The question is on the concurrent 
resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 183, noes 250, 
not voting 2, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Alexander 
Andrews (ME) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Boni or 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Busta.ma.nte 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clay 
Colema.n (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conte 
Conyers 

[Roll No. 8) 

AYES-183 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
DeL&uro 
Dell urns 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan(ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
English 
Espy 
Evans 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 

Foley 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gordon 
Gray 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jontz 
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Ka.njorski 
Ka.ptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
LaRocco 
Lehman(FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis(GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey(NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Mrazek 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Anderson 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Armey 
As pin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakie 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Borski 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Carper 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Cox(CA) 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Davis 
De Lay 
Derrick 

Murphy 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Panetta 
Payne (NJ) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Poshard 
Price 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Savage 

NOES-250 
Dickinson 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
Erdreich 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
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Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Taylor (MS) 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

Ireland 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Madigan 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Patterson 
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Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 

Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Tallon 

NOT VOTING-2 
Dymally Udall 

Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Torricelli 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

So the concurrent resolution was not 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

D 1330 
AUTHORIZING USE OF U.S. ARMED FORCES PUR

SUANT TO U.N. SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLU
TION 678 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to section 4 
of House Resolution 27, it is now in 
order to consider the joint resolution 
printed in section 3 of House Report 
102-1 by, and if offered by, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] or 
his disignee. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Illinois rise? 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 27, I offer the bi
partisan joint resolution sponsored by 
myself and the very distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLARZ], 
whose extraordinary work in putting 
together this very unique and unprece
dented coalition has to be publicly ap
plauded, and I know, greatly appre
ciated by the President. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that the time be controlled, 20 
minutes by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLARZ] and 10 minutes by 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BROOMFIELD]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the joint resolution. 
The · Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 77 

Whereas, the Government of Iraq without 
provocation invaded and occupied the terri
tory of Kuwait on August 2, 1990; and 

Whereas, both the House of Representa
tives (in H.J. Res. 658 of the lOlst Congress) 
and the Senate (in S. Con. Res. 147 of the 
lOlst Congress) have condemned Iraq's inva-

sion of Kuwait and declared their support for 
international action to reverse Iraq's aggres
sion; and 

Whereas, Iraq's conventional, chemical, bi
ological, and nuclear weapons and ballistic 
missile programs and its demonstrated will
ingness to use weapons of mass destruction 
pose a grave threat to world peace; and 

Whereas, the international community has 
demanded that Iraq withdraw uncondition
ally and immediately from Kuwait and that 
Kuwait's independence and legitimate gov
ernment be restored; and 

Whereas, the U.N. Security Council repeat
edly affirmed the inherent right of individ
ual or collective self-defense in response to 
the armed attack by Iraq against Kuwait in 
accordance with Article 51 of the U.N. Char
ter; and 

Whereas, in the absence of full compliance 
by Iraq with its resolutions, the U.N. Secu
rity Council in Resolution 678 has authorized 
member states of the United Nations to use 
all necessary means, after January 15, 1991, 
to uphold and implement all relevant Secu
rity Council resolutions and to restore inter
national peace and security in the area; and 

Whereas, Iraq has persisted in its illegal 
occupation of, and brutal aggression against 
Kuwait: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This joint resolution may be cited as the 
"Authorization for Use of military Force 
Against Iraq Resolution." 
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF UNITED 

STATES ARMED FORCES. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION.-The President is au

thorized, subject to subsection (b), to use 
United States Armed Forces pursuant to 
United Nations Security Council Resolution 
678 (1990) in order to achieve implementation 
of Security Council Resolutions 660, 661, 662, 
664, 665, 666,667, 669, 670, 674, and 677. 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR DETERMINATION THAT 
USE OF MILITARY FORCE Is NECESSARY.-Be
fore exercising the authority granted in sub
section (a), the President shall make avail
able to the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives and the President pro tempore 
of the Senate his determination that-

(1) the United States has used all appro
priate diplomatic and other peaceful means 
to obtain compliance by Iraq with the United 
Nations Security Council resolutions cited in 
subsection (a); and 

(2) that those efforts have not been and 
would not be successful in obtaining such 
compliance. · 

(c) WAR POWER RESOLUTION REQUIRE
MENTS.-

(1) SPECIFIC STATUTORY AUTHORIZATION.
Consistent with section 8(a)(l) of the War 
Powers Resolution, the Congress declares 
that t.his section is intended to constitute 
specific statutory authorization within the 
meaning of section 5(b) of the War Powers 
Resolution. 

(2) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER REQUIRE
MENTS.-Nothing in this resolution super
sedes any requirement of the War Powers 
Resolution. 
SEC. 3. REPORTS TO CONGRESS 

At least once every 60 days, the President 
shall submit to the Congress a summary on 
the status of efforts to obtain compliance by 
Iraq with the resolutions adopted by the 
United Nations Security Council in response 
to Iraq's aggression. 

Mr. MICHEL (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
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that the joint resolution be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the rule, 

the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL] will be recognized for 30 min
utes and a Member opposed will be rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
the gentleman from Illinois asked 
unanimous consent to yield 10 minutes 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will speci
fy that under the unanimous-consent 
request, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLARZ] will be recognized for 20 
minutes, and the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] will be rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] will be recog
nized for 30 minutes in opposition to 
the resolution. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLARZ]. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. FASCELL], the very distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I would like to begin 
with an observation that I think all of 
us share. 

I have been here a few years, and for 
those of you who are serving for the 
first time, let me tell you that what 
you have witnessed has been a proud 
moment in the democratic process and 
in this legislative body. I am proud of 
my Speaker and my leader and the 
leader on the Republican side and my 
colleagues in what has been character
ized, rightly so, as historic debate. 

I want to express appreciation to 
those who had the resolve to start the 
movement to say that the Congress of 
the United States ought to share in the 
responsibility in a major decision of 
this kind and who made it possible to 
have a vote prior to the U.N. mandated 
deadline. Those colleagues deserve a 
great deal of credit for insisting on 
maintaining and preserving the con
stitutional process and to exercise our 
responsibility in a timely fashion. 

Our leadership on both sides needs to 
be commended and congratulated for 
the fact that they together, without re
gard to political considerations, made 
it possible for us to participate in the 

debate on this matter and for the con
sideration of fulfilling our constitu
tional responsibilities. The American 
people owe all of them an everlasting 
debt of gratitude. 

As chairman of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, I take special pride in the 
fact that members of our committee 
were especially effective in the presen
tation of this awesome issue to the 
American people and to the Congress of 
the United States. Mr. HAMILTON, the 
distinguished chairman of the Sub
committee on Europe and the Middle 
East, presented one point of view, 
along with our distinguished majority 
leader, Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. SOLARZ, the 
distinguished chairman of the Sub
committee on Asian and Pacific Af
fairs, presented a second view, along 
with my distinguished colleague the 
ranking Republican, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD]. We 
worked together in order to consider 
and fashion some of the points and the 
actual language that is before you 
today. These Members and the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs did so in 
order that we would have a clear de
bate in this House on this subject and 
the American people could see how our 
judgment is being made. 
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I have never been prouder of the ef

fort which was made by my colleagues 
on the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
on both sides of the aisle, for their par
ticipation in this debate. Make no mis
take, my friends, that what you are 
doing here and what you have been 
doing is fulfilling, to the ultimate, the 
constitutional responsibility that you 
were elected to fulfill and that you 
swore to uphold. 

That is what you are doing. And 
when you vote on this resolution, one 
way or the other, yes or no, make no 
mistake about your actions, you are 
voting to empower the President to use 
the awesome military force of the 
United States in a manner that is nec
essary, to secure the peace. 

There is no doubt about it. There is 
no tomorrow about this decision. It is 
a decision which you must make today, 
not tomorrow. When you here make 
the decision to authorize the use of 
military force, you are telling the 
Commander in Chief to implement that 
authority, and make no mistake about 
that. 

There is nothing to this arugument 
that, "Well, he is going to implement 
it at his discretion." He is the Com
mander in Chief. He will carry it out. 
You are not going to tell him in the 
resolution how or when to actually do 
it, like 9 o'clock in the morning or 
with six tanks or whatever. 

He is required under the Constitution 
to carry out the responsibility as laid 
down in this resolution, which says: 

Mr. President, exhaust all diplomatic 
means, report to the Congress you have done 

everything you know how to do, and then if 
you have to use military authority, we want 
you to know that this resolution empowers 
you to use that force." 

There is no question about coming 
back tomorrow or next week or that 
you in some way have ducked this deci
sion. 

With regard to the constitutional re
sponsibilities, let me make a few 
points and read to you from the case of 
Mitchell v. Laird, 488 FEd. 2d, 611. I will 
insert the entire case into the RECORD, 
and I will add to my remarks in the 
RECORD additional related material. 

The prevailing opinion in this case, 
1973, Mitchell versus Laird: 

Any attempt to require a declaration of 
war as the only permissible form of assent 
might involve unforeseeable domestic and 
international consequences, without any ob
vious compensating advantages other than a 
formal declaration of war does have special 
solemnity and does present to the legislature 
an unambiguous choice. While those advan
tages are not negligible, we deem it a politi
cal question or, to phrase it more accurately, 
a discretionary matter for Congress to decide 
in which form, if any, it will give its consent 
to war. That is, we regard the Constitution 
as contemplating various forms of congres
sional assent, and we do not find any author
ity in the courts to require Congress to em
ploy one rather than another form. 

Mr. Speaker, I cite that simply to 
point out that every element of the 
Constitution will be fulfilled as you 
vote on this issue. 

The Congress of the United States, if 
this resolution is approved, is giving 
its assent; it is providing the author
ity, the legal basis for the President to 
exercise that authority. And it is to his 
credit that the President of the United 
States sent a letter and a request to 
Congress, which will also be inserted 
into the RECORD in full, saying: 

I ask the people of the United States and 
the Congress of the United States to give 
their assent at this time. 

And that is what we will be doing 
when you vote on this. And because of 
the facts that are before us now, be
cause of the situation that exists, I 
have determined that I must support 
this request, and I intend to do so. And 
that is the reason I am a consponsor of 
the pending resolution. I trust in your 
very considered and deliberate judg
ment you will decide likewise. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of House Joint 
Resolution 62 which addresses the single 
most important issue that can ever confront 
this institution-the question of war and 
peace. 

I support a peaceful settlement that secures 
Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait. Right now is .our 
last, best chance to achieve it. The way to do 
it is to give Saddam Hussein a clear message 
that the American people support the United 
Nations, their President, and the 500,000 
troops representing 28 nations in the Saudi 
desert. 

It was the brutal crushing of Kuwait that 
brought us to this point. If there is to be war, 
only one individual will have caused it-Sad
dam Hussein-and he can restore peace by 
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moving his troops out of Kuwait and settle his 
differences in a peaceful manner. 

This crisis that confronts our Nation, and in
deed the global community today is a chal
lenge to the hopes and aspirations of the en
tire world. With the end of the cold war, we 
entered a period of hope, promise, and yes, 
peril. That peril is clearly illustrated by Iraq's 
brutal and naked aggression against its small
er neighbor and former ally, Kuwait. It is clear
ly illustrated by Iraq's taking of thousands of 
hostages and by its threatening to unleash ter
rorist death squads against its enemies. These 
actions fly in the face of all norms of inter
national law, the principles upon which the 
United Nations was founded, and our aspira
tions for the world of the future. 

This ominous trend must be brought to an 
end. 

House Joint Resolution 62 is the result of 
long and extensive deliberations and consulta
tions between the bipartisan membership of 
Congress that supports its adoption and that 
of the President directly. These discussions 
and negotiations have taken place since the 
August 2 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. The sup
porters of this resolution believe that it is time 
for the Congress to speak up and exert its 
will-one way or another. 

I would urge my colleagues to carefully ex
amine the content of this resolution. Simply 
stated, this resolution gives conditional ap
proval for the use of U.S. military force pursu
ant to U.N. Security Council Resolution 678 
which embodies the achievement of imple
mentation of 11 previously passed Security 
Council Resolutions-660, 661, 662, 664, 665, 
666, 667, 669, 670, 674, and 677-which im
pose international economic sanctions and re
quire withdrawal of Iraqi forces from occupied 
Kuwait. House Joint Resolution 62 does not 
endorse any future actions which may be ap
proved by the Security Council. That judg
ment, that potential future judgment, is re
served for Congress at that time. In other 
words, our options, our future options-those 
of Congress-have been preserved. 

House Joint Resolution 62 authorizes the 
use of U.S. Armed Forces pursuant to U.N. 
Resolution 678 and other congressionally 
mandated conditions. This authority is condi
tional upon the reporting requirements of sec
tion 1 (b) which stipulate that the United States 
has used all diplomatic and other peaceful 
means to obtain Iraqi compliance with, and im
plementation of the 12 previously passed U.N. 
Security Council resolutions. In addition, the 
President must assure Congress through this 
report that those efforts have not and would 
not be successful in achieving Iraqi compli
ance with those same Security Council resolu
tions. Finally, this joint resolution mandates an 
additional requirement upon the President to 
report to Congress at least once every 60 
days on the status of efforts to obtain Iraqi 
compliance with those Security Council resolu
tions. House Joint Resolution 62 mandates 
real requirements upon the President to com
ply with congressional concerns before exer
cising the use of military force. 

House Joint Resolution 62 authorizes the 
conditional approval for the use of military 
force. This affirms the constitutional authorities 
and responsibilities that are granted solely to 
Congress on the issue of war and peace. 

More importantly, this joint resolution offers 
Members of Congress a clear-cut choice. 

That of authorizing the potential use of mili
tary force in order to achieve a peaceful solu
tion to this crisis. It is a choice of yes or no. 
This joint resolution contains no figleaf or hid
den agenda. It is straight for\vard. It offers us 
the opportunity to make the simple judgment 
in favor of, or opposition to the use of military 
force in confronting the crisis before us. Sim
ply stated, this joint resolution reaffirms the 
principles of shared powers on matters of war 
and peace as reflected in the Constitution, as 
well as that of the War Powers Resolution. 

I would also note that this resolution while 
not using the constitutional language, is the 
legal and practical equivalent thereof and 
meets all the constitutional tests. (Mitchell v. 
Laird (488 F.2nd 611 (1973.)) This is equiva
lent to a conditional declaration of war-condi
tional upon the requirements of House Joint 
Resolution 62, the implementation of this reso
lution by the President and the constitutional 
obligations of the President. 

I believe that this resolution will reduce the 
likelihood of war by convincing Saddam Hus
sein that American and international resolve is 
steadfast and unwavering. 

Accordingly, passage of this conditional au
thority is the best means by which to avoid 
war and compel Saddam Hussein to leave Ku
wait. Passage of this joint resolution dem
onstrates that the American people are telling 
Saddam Hussein and Iraq's leadership that 
their illegal and barbaric actions against the 
Kuwaiti people and indeed all peoples of the 
world, cannot be tolerated. 

House Joint Resolution 62 strengthens the 
unprecedented international resolve which has 
been demonstrated against Iraq. It strengthens 
the international coalition of the U.N. Security 
Council's actions against Iraq. This resolution 
tells the American people that we believe it 
essential that we, the United States, continue 
to work within the context of the international 
alliance that we have assembled in concert 
against Saddam Hussein. 

Passage of this resolution demonstrates our 
support for the half million United States 
troops that are being deployed against Iraq. It 
demonstrates that commitment to their families 
and friends, and as such the American people 
who are the ultimate arbiters of the decision 
we face today. 

It is my view that the American people want 
to know one way or another how their elected 
representatives stand on this issue. I, for one, 
support the conditional authorization of military 
force because I believe it represents the most 
likely way to restore peace. 

Over the past 5 months, Saddam Hussein 
has received messages from scores of world 
leaders, private citizens, and the international 
community as embodied under the auspices of 
the United Nations. He has turned a deaf ear 
to all. Now it is time for Saddam Hussein to 
hear from the Congress and the American 
people. Our message is plain and simple
support peace through withdrawal from Ku
wait. 

In assessing the efficacy of economic sanc
tions, we must ask: are they working and can 
they meet our objectives? 

The facts are clear: 

Economically, they are working quite effec
tively. Little is getting in or out of Iraq. 

Militarily, they are eroding Iraq's capacity to 
fight but there is no evidence that they are 
precluding Iraq from fighting or that they are 
affecting Iraq's will to fight. 

Politically, there is no evidence that Saddam 
Hussein has accepted the conditions of the 
U.N. resolutions. To the contrary, he is not 
leaving Kuwait, he is incorporating it into Iraq. 
He is not recognizing basic human rights, he 
is abusing to the extreme, basic human rights. 

Regrettably, I see no indications that sanc
tions alone will force Saddam Hussein to 
make the necessary political changes to ac
cept the U.N. resolutions. 

I sincerely believe that our positive action on 
this resolution may finally convince Saddam 
Hussein to comply with the U.N. resolutions 
and it strengthens the position of the United 
States and the coalition of other nations. No 
one expects at this late date, Saddam Hussein 
will pull out of Kuwait by midnight January 15. 
Indeed, he said he will not. Therefore if we are 
to avert a showdown, there must be negotia
tions. If there is no credible threat of force be
cause the Congress does not authorize the 
use of force, it will be impossible for the Presi
dent or the United Nations to solve the prob
lem. Without a credible threat of the use of 
force, which passage of this resolution would 
provide, Saddam Hussein will just stay put in 
Kuwait and extract a much higher price from 
the United States and the world community 
than he already has. 

Of course, theoretically, the President could, 
even if this resolution is not adopted, order the 
use of force. But we all know that this would 
create a constitutional crisis with efforts of im
peachment and funding fights on every bill 
going through the Congress. 

But with passage of this resolution and a 
credible threat to use force behind them, the 
President may not have to use force at all. 
After the deadline of January 15 passes, if 
there is to be any chance of negotiations and 
a peaceful resolution to this mess, we need to 
give the President the support of Congress. 

Otherwise sanctions may be in place forever 
and never bring about the desired result, 
which is to get Saddam Hussein out of Kuwait 
so that he doesn't get any further reward for 
his aggression. 

Saddam Hussein should take no solace in 
hearing the differing views of Congress today. 
One essential ingredient, and indeed the 
strength of our democracy is our tolerance 
and defense of dissenting views. Today, Sad
dam Hussein will hear our voices and dif
ferences of opinion but at the end of the day, 
he will hear the single voice of our unity and 
resolve against his illegal and barbaric aggres
sion. 

The documents referred to are as follows: 

U .N. SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLUTIONS 
REGARDING PERSIAN GULF CRISIS 

RESOLUTION 660-AUGUST 2, 1990 

Condemns Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and de
mands immediate and unconditional with
drawal of Iraqi forces. 

RESOLUTION 661-AUGUST 6, 1990 

Imposes trade embargo and financial sanc
tions against Iraq and Iraqi-occupied Ku
wait. (Medical supplies and humanitarian 
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foodstuffs are exempt from the trade embar
go.) 

RESOLUTION 662-AUGUST 9, 1990 
Declares Iraq's annexation of Kuwait null 

and void, and demands that Iraq rescind the 
annexation. 

RESOLUTION 664-AUGUST 18, 1990 
Demands that Iraq permit immediate safe 

departure of foreign nationals from Iraq and 
Kuwait. Demands rescindment of Iraq's or
ders to withdraw diplomatic immunity and 
close diplomatic missions in Kuwait. 

RESOLUTION 665-AUGUST 25, 1990 
Calls upon states to enforce the trade em

bargo against Iraq and Iraqi-occupied Ku
wait. 

RESOLUTION 666-SEPTEMBER 14, 1990 
Provides for humanitarian provision of any 

necessary food and medical supplies to Iraq 
and Kuwait. 

RESOLUTION 667-SEPTEMBER 16, 1990 
Demands that Iraq protect diplomatic per

sonnel and premises, and take no action that 
hinders the performance of their duties. 

RESOLUTION 669-SEPTEMBER 24, 1990 
Authorizes Sanctions Committee to exam

ine requests ·for assistance from states con
fronted with special economic problems re
lated to the sanctions. 

RESOLUTION 67~SEPTEMBER 25, 1990 
Requires states to cooperate with air em

bargo, and to detain any ships that are being 
used to violate the sanctions. Food and med
ical supplies being shipped for humanitarian 
reasons are exempt, but subject to authoriza
tion. 

RESOLUTION 674--0CTOBER 29, 1990 
Reminds Iraq that it is liable under inter

national law for any loss, damage, or injury 
arising in regard to Kuwait and third states 
and their nationals as a result of Iraq's inva
sion and occupation of Kuwait. 

RESOLUTION 677-NOVEMBER 28, 1990 
Condemns Iraqi attempts to alter Kuwait's 

demographic composition and destroy Ku
waiti civil records, and mandates steps to be 
taken by the U.N. to safeguard the demo
graphic composition of Kuwait. 

RESOLUTION 678-NOVEMBER 29, 1990 
Authorizes member states to use all means 

necessary to uphold the above resolutions 
and restore international peace and security 
in the region, unless Iraq fully complies with 
the above resolutions on or before January 
15, 1991. 

U.N. SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION 678 (1990) 
[Adopted by the Security Council at its 

2963rd meeting, on 29 November 1990) 
The Security Council, recalling, and reaf

firming its resolutions 660 (1990) of 2 August 
1990, 661 (1990) of 6 August 1990, 662 (1990) of 9 
August 1990, 664 (1990) of 18 August 1990, 665 
(1990) of 25 August 1990, 666 (1990) of 13 Sep
tember 1990, 667 (1990) of 16 September 1990, 
669 (1990) of 24 September 1990, 670 (1990) of 25 
September 1990, 674 (1990) of 29 October 1990 
and 677 (1990) of 28 November 1990, 

Noting that, despite all efforts by the Unit
ed Nations, Iraq refuses to comply with its 
obligation to implement resolution 660 (1990) 
and the above-mentioned subsequent rel
evant resolutions, in flagrant contempt of 
the Security Council, 

Mindful of its duties and responsibilities 
under the Charter of the United Nations for 
the maintenance and preservation of inter
national peace and security, 

Determined to secure full compliance with 
its decisions, 

Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter, 
1. Demands that Iraq comply fully with 

resolution 660 (1990) and all subsequent rel
evant resolutions, and decides, while main
taining all its decisions, to allow Iraq one 
final opportunity, as a pause of goodwill, to 
do so; • 

2. Authorizes Member States co-operating 
with the Government of Kuwait, unless Iraq 
on or before 15 January 1991 fully imple
ments, as set forth in paragraph 1 above, the 
foregoing resolutions, to use all necessary 
means to uphold and implement resolution 
660 (1990) and all subsequent relevant resolu
tions and to restore international peace and 
security in the area; 

3. Requests all States to provide appro
priate support for the actions undertaken in 
pursuance of paragraph 2 of the present reso
lution; 

MITCHELL V. LAIRD 
[Summary of D.C. Circuit Court Decision in 

. 1973) 
Any attempt to require a declaration of 

war as the only permissible form of assent 
might involve unforeseeable domestic and 
international consequences, without any ob
vious compensating advantages other than a 
formal declaration of war does have special 
solemnity and does present to the legislature 
an unambiguous choice. While those advan
tages are not negligible, we deem it a politi
cal question, or, to phrase it more accu
rately, a discretionary matter for Congress 
to decide in which form, if any, it will give 
its consent to ... war, ... That is, we re
gard the Constitution as contemplating var
ious forms of congressional assent, and we do 
not find any authority in the courts to re
quire Congress to employ one rather than 
another form .... [emphasis added]. 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 

Washington, DC, January 10, 1991. 
To: House Committee on Foreign Affairs. At

tention: Dante B. Fascell. 
From: American Law Division. 
Subject: Legal Effect of H.J. Res. 62 Author

izing the Use of Military Force. 
This is in response to your request regard

ing H.J. Res. 62. Specifically, you asked 
whether the resolution constitutes a declara
tion of war against Iraq and what legal effect 
it would have upon enactment and upon sat
isfaction of the condition stated in sub
section (b)(2). 

At the outset, it should be noted that 
under international law a declaration of war 
is no longer deemed a necessary predicate for 
a state of war to exist. At one time the au
thorities and even an international conven
tion asserted that a declaration was nec
essary .1 But it now appears to be agreed that 
a state of war can exist as the result of an 
armed conflict regardless of whether a dec
laration of war has been issued. 

Nonetheless, a declaration of war can itself 
create a state of war between two or more 
states, even absent armed conflict. "The dec
laration of war creates the legal status of 
war .... (T)he announcement is sufficient 
evidence that peace has been transmuted 
into war, and that the law of war has re
placed the law of peace." 2 

Neither international law nor United 
States law decrees any particular form or 
content for a declaration of war. The enact
ments declaring war with respect to the War 
of 1812, the Mexican-American War, the 
Spanish-American War, World War I, and 

Footnotes at end of article. 

World War II all provided in explicit terms 
that "a State of war exists," or is "declared 
to exist," between the United States and the 
enemy in question.a Several enactments in 
the nineteenth century that have been 
termed conditional declarations of war, on 
the other hand, did not use that language.4 
More recent enactments have conditionally 
authorized the President to "use force" or 
the "armed forces" or "whatever means may 
be necessary, including the use of arms" in 
particular situations.s 

What constitutes a declaration of war, in 
short, would seem to be a matter of legisla
tive intent. If an enactment declares that a 
state of war exists, or shall exist under cer
tain conditions, the legislative intent is 
clear. But no particular verbal formula is 
necessary for a given enactment to be 
deemed a declaration of war. 

H.J. Res. 62 would authorize the President 
"to use United States Armed Forces pursu
ant to United Nations Security Council Res
olution 678 (1990) in order to achieve imple
mentation" of the various resolutions the 
Security Council has adopted with respect to 
Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. That grant of au
thority is made conditional upon commu
nication by the President to the Speaker of 
the House and the President pro tern of the 
Senate that "all appropriate diplomatic and 
other peaceful means to obtain compliance 
by Iraq with the United Nations Security 
Council resolutions ... have not been and 
would not be successful in obtaining such 
compliance." At most the resolution would 
seem to be a conditional declaration of war, 
as certain conditions have to be met before 
its authorization of the use of force takes ef
fect. But whether it should be deemed to be 
a conditional declaration of war would seem 
to be a matter of legislative intent. If Con
gress intends that it be so, nothing in its for
mulation would prevent it from operating as 
such a conditional declaration. 

If it is deemed to be a conditional declara
tion of war, it would seem to have no imme
diate legal impact under either domestic or 
international law upon enactment. It would 
not at that point create the legal status of 
war, because its conditions would not yet 
have been met. Only upon the President's 
communication to Congress of the failure 
and futility of peaceful means of obtaining 
Iraq's compliance with the United Nations 
resolutions could the measure constitute a 
declaration of war and thus create the legal 
status of war, if Congress so intends. 

I hope the above is responsive to your re
quest. If we may be of additional assistance, 
please call on us. 

DAVID M. ACKERMAN, 
Legislative Attorney. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 See, e.g., Hugo Grotius, "Of the Law of War and 

Peace," Bk. III, Ch. 111, V and XI, cited in Ingrid 
Detter De Lupis, "The Law of War" (1987), at 8, and 
the Hague Convention on the Opening of Hostilities, 
36 Stat. 2259 (1907). 

2c1yde Eagleton, "The Form and Function of the 
Declaration of War," 38 American Journal of Inter
national Law 19, 21 (1938). 

a see, CRS, "Iraq-Kuwait: Issues Concerning a U.S. 
Declaration of War," Appendix C (Nov. 30, 1990) (Re
port No. 90-531). 

4See Resolution 15 of the 35th Congress in 1858 ("A 
Resolution for the Adjustment of Difficulties with 
Paraguay," which authorized the President to 
"adopt such measures and use such force as, in his 
judgment, may be necessary and advisable, in the 
event of a refusal of just satisfaction by the Govern
ment of Paraguay"); 26 Stat. 674 (1890) (a joint reso
lution authorizing the President to "take such 
measures as in his judgment may be necessary to 
promptly obtain indemnity from the Venezuelan 
Steam Transportation Company of New York ... 
and to secure this end he is authorized to employ 
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such means or exercise such power as may be nec
essary"); 28 Stat. 975 (1895) (a joint resolution re
garding a grievance between a naturalized citizen of 
the United States and Spain, which simply directed 
the President "to insist upon the payment of the 
agreed upon ... in liquidation of the claim"); and 30 
Stat. 738 (1898) (stating that Cuba ought to be free, 
demanding that Spain relinquish all authority in 
Cuba, and empowering the President "to use the en
tire land and naval forces of the United States ... 
to such extent as may be necessary to carry these 
resolutions into effect"). 

ssee P.L. 85-7 (Mar. 9, 1957) (the Middle East); P.L. 
84-4 (Jan. 29, 1955) (Formosa); P.L. 88-408 (Aug. 10, 
1964) (the Tonkin Gulf resolution); and P.L. 87-733 
(Oct. 3, 1962) (Cuba). 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, DC, August 9, 1990. 

Hon. THOMAS FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: On August 2, 1990, Iraq 
invaded and occupied the sovereign state of 
Kuwait in flagrant violation of the Charter 
of the United Nations. In the period since 
August 2, Iraq has massed an enormous and 
sophisticated war machine on the Kuwaiti
Saudi Arabian border and in southern Iraq, 
capable of initiating further hostilities with 
little or no additional preparation. Iraq's ac
tions pose a direct threat to neighboring 
countries and to vital U.S. interests in the 
Persian Gulf region. 

In response to this threat and after receiv
ing the request of the Government of Saudi 
Arabia, I ordered the forward deployment of 
substantial elements of the United States 
Armed Forces into the region. I am provid
ing this report on the deployment and mis
sion of our Armed Forces in accordance with 
my desire that Congress be fully informed 
and consistent with the War Powers Resolu
tion. 

Two squadrons of F-15 aircraft, one bridge 
of the 82nd Airborne Division, and other ele
ments of the Armed Forces began arriving in 
Saudi Arabia at approximately 9:00 a.m. 
(EDT) on August 8, 1990. Additional U.S. air, 
naval, and ground Forces also will be de
ployed. The Forces are equipped for combat, 
and their mission is defensive. They are pre
pared to take action in concert with Saudi 
forces, friendly regional forces, and others to 
deter Iraqi aggression and to preserve the in
tegrity of Saudi Arabia. 

I do not believe involvement in hostilities 
is imminent; to the contrary, it is my belief 
that this deployment will facilitate a peace
ful resolution of the crisis. If necessary, how
ever, the Forces are fully prepared to defend 
themselves. · Although it is not possible to 
predict the practice scope and duration of 
this deployment, our Armed Forces will re
main so long as their presence is required to 
contribute to the security of the region and 
desired by the Saudi government to enhance 
the capability of Saudi armed forces to de
fend the Kingdom. 

I have taken these actions pursuant to my 
constitutional authority to conduct our for
eign relations and as Commander in Chief. 
These actions are in exercise of our inherent 
right of individual and collective self-de
fense. I look forward to correction with the 
Congress in helping to restore peace and sta
bility to the Persian Gulf region. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE BUSH. 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
Washington, DC, August 9, 1990. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: On August 2, 1990, I re
ported to the Congress that, pursuant to sec-

tion 204(b) of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. section 
1703(b), and section 201 of the National Emer
gencies Act, 50 U.S.C. section 1621, I exer
cised my statutory authority to declare a 
national emergency and to issue two Execu
tive orders that imposed a comprehensive 
economic embargo against Iraq and blocked 
both Iraqi and Kuwaiti government property 
within the jurisdiction of the United States 
or under the control of U.S. persons. 

In the days after the imposition of U.S. 
economic sanctions, the Iraqi government 
has tightened its unlawful grip over the ter
ritory of Kuwait and has installed a puppet 
regime that in no way represents the people 
or legitimate Government of Kuwait. On Au
gust 6, the United Nations Security Council, 
to bring the invasion and occupation of Ku
wait to an end and to restore the sov
ereignty, independence, and territorial in
tegrity of Kuwait, decided that all nations 
shall impose sweeping economic sanctions 
against both Iraq and Kuwait. 

Today, I have taken additional steps to re
spond to these developments and to ensure 
that the economic measures we are taking 
with respect to Iraq and Kuwait conform to 

·United Nations Security Council Resolution 
661 of August 6, 1990. Specifically, pursuant 
to section 204(b) of the International Emer
gency Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. sec
tion 1703(b), section 201 of the National 
Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. section 1621, and 
the United Nations Participation Act, 22 
U.S.C. section 287(c), I have issued two new 
Executive orders. 

The order I have issued with respect to 
Iraq: 

Prohibits exports and imports of goods and 
services between the United States and Iraq, 
and any activity that promotes or is in
tended to promote such exportation and im
portation; 

Prohibits any dealing by a U.S. person in 
connection with property of Iraq; origin ex
ported from Iraq after August 6, 1990, or in
tended for exportation to or from Iraq to any 
country, and related activities; 

Prohibits transactions related to travel to 
or from Iraq or to activities by any such per
son within Iraq, except for transactions nec
essary for prompt departure from Iraq, the 
conduct of official business of the United 
States Government or of the United Nations, 
or journalistic travel; 

Prohibits transactions related to transpor
tation to or from Iraq, or the use of vessels 
or aircraft registered in Iraq by U.S. persons; 

Prohibits the performance by any U.S. per
son of any contract in support of certain cat
egories of projects in Iraq; 

Prohibits the commitment or transfer of 
funds or other financial or economic re
sources by any U.S. person to the Govern
ment of Iraq, or any other person in Iraq; 

Blocks all property of the Government of 
Iraq now or hereafter located in the United 
States or in the possession or control of U.S. 
persons, including their foreign branches; 
and 

Clarifies that the definition of U.S. persons 
includes vessels of U.S. registry. 

In a separate order, I have extended to Ku
wait all economic sanctions currently in ef
fect against Iraq. Specifically, that order: 

Prohibits exports and imports of goods and 
services between the United States and Ku
wait, and any activity that promotes or is 
intended to promote such exportation or im
portation; 

Prohibits any dealing by a U.S. person in 
connection with property of Kuwaiti origin 
exported from Kuwait after August 6, 1990, or 

intended for exportation to or from Kuwait 
to any country, and related activities; 

Prohibits transactions related to travel to 
or from Kuwait or to activities by any such 
person within Kuwait, except for trans
actions necessary for prompt departure from 
Kuwait, the conduct of official business of 
the United States Government or of the 
United Nations, or journalistic travel; 

Prohibits transactions related to transpor
tation to or from Kuwait, or the use of ves
sels or aircraft registered in Kuwait by U.S. 
persons; 

Prohibits the performance by any U.S. per
son of any contract in support of certain cat
egories of projects in Kuwait; 

Prohibits the commitment or transfer of 
funds or other financial or economic re
sources by any U.S. person to the Govern
ment of Kuwait, or any other person in Ku
wait; 

Blocks all property of the Government of 
Kuwait now or hereafter located in the Unit
ed States or in the possession or control of 
U.S. persons, including their foreign 
branches; and 

Clarifies that definition of U.S. persons in
cludes vessels of U.S. registry. 

Today's orders provide that the Secretary 
of the Treasury, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, is authorized to take 
such actions, including the promulgation of 
rules and regulations, as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of those orders. 
The orders were effective at 8:55 p.m. e.d.t., 
August 9, 1990. 

The declarations of national emergency 
made by Executive Orders 12722 and 12723, 
and any other provision of those orders not 
inconsistent with today's orders, remain in 
force and are unaffected by today's orders. 

I am enclosing a copy of each of today's or
. ders. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE BUSH. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, DC, November 16, 1990. 

Hon. THOMAS. s. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House, 
Washington, DC. 

Dear Mr. Speaker: There have been a num
ber of important developments in the Per
sian Gulf region since my letter of August 9, 
1990, informing you of the deployment of 
U.S. Armed Forces in response to Iraq's inva
sion of Kuwait. In the spirit of consultation 
and cooperation between our two branches of 
Government and in the firm belief that 
working together as we have we can best 
protect and advance the Nation's interests, I 
wanted to update you on these develop
ments. 

As you are aware, the United States and 
Allied and other friendly governments have 
introduced elements of their Armed Forces 
into the region in response to Iraq's 
unprovoked and unlawful aggression and at 
the request of regional governments. In view 
of Iraq's continued occupation of Kuwait, de
fiance of 10 U.N. Security Council resolu
tions demanding unconditional withdrawal, 
and sustained threat to other friendly coun
tries in the region, I determined that the 
U.S. deployments begun in August should 
continue. Accordingly, on November 8, after 
consultations with our Allies and coalition 
partners, I announced the continued deploy
ment of U.S. Armed Forces to the Persian 
Gulf region. These Forces include a heavy 
U.S. Army Corps and a Marine expeditiona-ry 
force with an additional brigade. In addition, 
three aircraft carriers, a battleship, appro
priate escort ships, a naval amphibious land-
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ing group, and a squadron of maritime 
prepositioning ships will join other naval 
uni ts in the area. 

I want to emphasize that this development 
is in line with the steady buildup of U.S. 
Armed Forces in the region over the last 3 
months and is a continuation of the deploy
ment described in my letter of August 9. I 
also want to emphasize that the mission of 
our Armed Forces has not changed. Our 
Forces are in the Gulf region in the exercise 
of our inherent right of individual and col
lective self-defense against Iraq's aggression 
and consistent with U.N. Security Council 
resolutions related to Iraq's ongoing occupa
tion of Kuwait. The United States and other 
nations continue to seek a peaceful resolu
tion of the crisis. We and our coalition part
ners share the common goals of achieving 
the immediate, complete, and unconditional 
withdrawal of Iraqi forces from Kuwait, the 
restoration of Kuwait's legitimate govern
ment, the protection of the lives of citizens 
held hostage by Iraq both in Kuwait and 
Iraq, and the restoration of security and sta
bility in the region. The deployment will en
sure that the coalition has an adequate of
fensive military option should that be nec
essary to achieve our common goals. 

In my August 9 letter, I indicated that I 
did not believe that involvement in hos
tilities was imminent. Indeed, it was my be
lief that the deployment would facilitate a 
peaceful resolution of the crisis. I also stated 
that our Armed Forces would remain in the 
Persian Gulf region so long as required to 
contribute to the security of the region and 
desired by host governments. My view on 
these matters has not changed. 

I appreciate the views you and other mem
bers of the congressional leadership have ex
pressed throughout the past 3 months during 
our consultations. I look forward to contin
ued consultation and cooperation with the 
Congress in pursuit of peace, stability, and 
security in the Gulf region. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE BUSH. 

DECLARE WAR CONDITIONALLY 
(By Doug Bandow) 

WASHINGTON.-When President Bush 
consults with Congressional leaders today on 
the Persian Gulf crisis, he reportedly will 
seek to devise a way to involve Congress 
without restricting his options or authority 
as Commander in Chief. Fortunately, just 
such a mechanism exists: a conditional dec
laration of war authorizing the President to 
take military steps if certain specified condi
tions are met. 

While previous Presidents have acted uni
laterally, and almost certainly unconsti
tutionally, in committing military forces 
without Congressional consent, such cases 
cannot justify this President's acting law
lessly. President Bush-if he takes the Con
stitution seriously-has to gain Congres
sional authorization for an attack against 
Iraqi forces. 

Unlike a declaration of war, a conditional 
declaration would not signal imminent hos
tilities. Rather, like a United Nations resolu
tion, it would provide the legal basis for fu
ture offensive action. The war-making deci
sion would still rest primarily with the 
President. 

Although long-since forgotten, a condi
tional declaration would not be unprece
dented. In fact, Congress passed conditional 
declarations of war on four separate occa
sions. 

The first, against Paraguay in 1858, fol
lowed the shelling of a naval vessel. The sec-

ond, against Venezuela in 1871, demanded in
demnity for two American steamships that 
were seized improperly. The third, in 1895, 
threatened Spain over a debt owed to an 
American citizen for property destroyed in 
Cuba in 1886. In each case, the declarations 
led to negotiations and a peaceful settle
ment. 

The fourth and most important, precedent 
was in 1896, when Congress approved a joint 
resolution demanding a Spanish withdrawal 
from Cuba and instructing the President to 
use military force to enforce the resolution. 
The result was the Spanish-American War. 

Involving Congress would have several ad
vantages. First, the President would have to 
decide on his goals and articulate what he 
expects war to achieve. When he frets over a 
possible Iraqi nuclear weapon, for example, 
he suggests that his objective is overthrow
ing Saddam Hussein rather than liberating 
Kuwait. The uncertainty over what George 
Bush intends not only makes it harder for 
him to unite this country, but also leaves 
Mr. Hussein uncertain as to exactly what 
step or steps will avert war. 

Second, going to Congress would fulfill the 
Constitution's dictates by allowing the peo
ple's representatives to decide whether the 
President's goals warrant war. This is par
ticularly important since the President's 
strategy resembles a giant bait-and-switch 
operation-he has moved from defensive to 
offensive objectives without bothering to ac
knowledge, let alone explain, the change. 
Congress could ratify Mr. Bush's course, de
cide for a limited war (to free Kuwait but not 
conquer Iraq, for instance), or say no, forcing 
the Administration to rely on sanctions. 

Third, a Congressional debate would allow 
the American people to voice their opinion. 
Polls suggest that average citizens are less 
interested in fighting to defend cheap gas, 
feudal aristocracies, jobs and a utopian new 
world order than are State Department offi
cials and think-tank analysts. If the Presi
dent believes his objectives are worth a war, 
he should spell them out and subject them to 
a full and fair debate. 

President Bush's apparent willingness to 
sacrifice thousands of lives for dubious goals 
cannot be beyond debate. Moreover, by law 
the final decision on war rests with Con
gress. Although such constitutional niceties 
may seem unduly restrictive in the modern 
age, respect for the law is the most fun
damental difference between a free society 
like our own and a totalitarian hellhole like 
Iraq. 

MEMORANDUM ON PAST CONGRESSIONAL 
AUTHORIZATIONS FOR THE USE OF FORCE 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 
THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 

Washington, DC, January 10, 1991. 
Subject: Some Past Congressional Author

izations for the Use of Force. 
Author: Mark M. Lowenthal, Senior Special

ist in U.S. Foreign Policy. 
The ongoing crisis in the Persian Gulf has 

raised the issue of whether and how Congress 
should assert its role over the possible en
gagement of U.S. forces in hostilities against 
Iraq. Assuming that Congress feels that it 
should have a definitive vote on this issue, 
several avenues are possible. One would be a 
declaration of war, which the Congress has 
voted five times in U.S. history (see CRS Re
port 90-531 RCO: Iraq-Kuwait: Issues Con
cerning a U.S. Declaration of War, by Mark 
M. Lowenthal. November 30, 1991). Congress 
could also vote an authorizing resolution 
under the War Powers Resolution (P.L. 93-
148). Alternatively, Congress could vote a 

resolution authorizing the use of force with
out reference to the War Powers Resolution. 

Several times in U.S. history, Congress has 
voted authorizations for the President to use 
force without actually declaring war. The 
most well-known recent instance was the 
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution (P.L. 88-408). 
Other significant instances (see below for 
texts) that may be of interest in the current 
situation include: 

Algerine Cruisers (Barbary War), 1815. 
Cuban Resolution, 1962. 
Berlin Resolution, 1962. 
In two of these cases (Algiers, Tonkin), 

there had already been hostilities between 
U.S. and local forces. Hostilities continued 
in both cases. After attacks by U.S. naval 
units, the various Barbary states agreed to 
U.S. demands in July and August 1815. The 
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution was used by Presi
dent Lyndon Johnson as authority for the es
calation and prosecution of the war in Viet
nam. U.S. troop strength reached roughly 
500,000 in 1969, when reductions began. The 
Cuban and Berlin resolutions served more as 
measures of support for Presidential policy 
during times of heightening tension, as well 
as an authorization to use force at the Presi
dent's discretion. In neither of these cases 
did U.S. forces engage in hostilities. 

None of the resolutions placed any limit on 
the numbers or types of forces that could be 
employed. Each of the resolutions was open
ended rather than finite in terms of how long 
or it would be in effect or under what condi
tions it would terminate. The Tonkin Reso
lution, however, did allow that Congress 
could, by concurrent resolution, terminate 
the authorization. 

Three of the authorizations (Algiers, Cuba, 
Tonkin) were joint resolutions; Berlin was a 
concurrent resolution. 

In addition to these cases, there have also 
been some less well-known instances in 
which Congress has authorized Presidents to 
use force if necessary. Two of these involved 
actions taken against U.S. owned steamers 
in South America, in Paraguay in 1858 and in 
Venezuela in 1890 (see below for texts). The 
resolution regarding Paraguay specifically 
authorized the use of force; the resolution re
garding Venezuela authorized the use of 
"such means . . . or such power as may be 
necessary. 

Al,GERINE CRUISERS, 1815 

[CHAP. XC.-An Act for the protection of the 
commerce of the United States against the 
Algerine cruisers] 
WHEREAS the Dey of Algiers, on the coast 

of Barbary, has commerced a predatory war
fare against the United States--

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America, in 
Congress assembled, That it is shall be lawful 
fully to equip, officer, man and employ such 
of the armed vessels of the United States as 
may be judged requisite by the President of 
the United States for protecting effectually 
the commerce and seamen thereof on the At
lantic Ocean, the Mediterranean and adjoin
ing seas. 

SEC. 2. And be it further enacted, That it 
shall be lawful for the President of the Unit
ed States to instruct the commanders of the 
respective public vessels aforesaid, to sub
due, seize, and make prize of all vessels, 
goods and effect of or belonging to the Dey of 
Algiers, or to his subjects, and to bring or 
send the same into port, to be proceeded 
against and distributed according to law; 
and, also, to cause to be done all such other 
acts of precaution or hostility, as the state 
of war will justify, and may in his opinion 
require. 
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SEC. 3. And be it further enacted, That on 

the application of the owners of private 
armed vessels of the United States, the 
President of the United States may grant 
them special commissions in the form which 
he shall direct under the seal of the United 
States; and such private armed vessels, when 
so commissioned, shall have the like author
ity for subduing, seizing, talking and bring
ing into port any Algerine vessel, goods or 
effects, as the before-mentioned public 
armed vessels may by law have; and shall 
therein be subject to the instructions which 
may be given by the President of the United 
States for the regulation of their conduct; 
and their commissions shall be revokable at 
his pleasure. Provided, That before any com
mission shall be granted as aforesaid, the 
owner or owners of the vessels of which the 
same may be requested, and the commander 
thereof for the time being shall given bond 
to the United States, with at least two re
sponsible sureties, not interested in such 
vessel, in the penal sum of seven thousand 
dollars, or if such vessel be provided with 
more than one hundred and fifty men, in the 
penal sum of fourteen thousand dollars, with 
condition for observing the treaties and laws 
of the United States, and the instructions 
which may be given as aforesaid, and also for 
satisfying all damages and injuries which 
shall be done contrary to the tenor thereof 
by such commissioned vessel, and for deliv
ering up the commission when revoked by 
the President of the United States. 

SEC. 4. And be it further enacted, That any 
Algerine vessel, goods, or effects which may 
be so captured and brought into port, by any 
private armed vessel, of the United States, 
duly commissioned as aforesaid, may be ad
judged good prize, and thereupon shall ac
crue to the owners, and officers, and men of 
the capturing vessel, and shall be distributed 
according to the agreement which shall have 
been made between them, or, in failure of 
such agreement, according to the discretion 
[of] the court having cognisance of the cap
ture. 

Approved, March 3, 1815. 
PARAGUAY, 1858 

[A Resolution of the Adjustment of 
Difficulties with the Republic of Paraguay] 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That for the purpose of 
adjusting the differences between the United 
States and the republic of Paraguay, in 
connexion with the attack on the United 
States steamer Water Witch, and with other 
matters referred to in the annual message of 
the President, he be, and is hereby author
ized to adopt such measures and use such 
force as, in his judgment, may be necessary 
and advisable in the event of a refusal of just 
satisfaction by the government of Paraguay. 

Approved, June 2, 1858. 
VENEZUELA, 1890 

[(No. 28.) Joint resolution for the relief of the 
Venezuela Steam Transportation Company) 

Whereas it appears from the correspond
ence transmitted to the Senate by the mes
sage of the President, of the second day of 
February, eighteen hundred and seventy-two 
(Executive Document Numbered Twenty
eight, second session Forty-eighth Congress) 
and on the twelfth of April, eighteen hundred 
and eighty-eight (Executive Document Num
bered One hundred and forty-three, first ses
sion Fiftieth Congress), that since the year 
eighteen hundred and seventy-one indemnity 
has been repeatedly demanded by the Execu
tive Department of the United States from 
the Venezuelan Government, but without 

avail, for the wrongful seizure, detention, 
and employment in war and otherwise of the 
American steam-ships Hero, Nutrias, and 
San Fernando, the property of the Venezuela 
Steam Transportation Company, a corpora
tion existing under the laws of the State of 
New York, and a citizen of the United 
States, and the imprisonment of its officers, 
citizens of the United States, under cir
cumstances that render the Republic of Ven
ezuela justly responsible therefor; and 

Whereas all the diplomatic efforts of the 
Government of the United States repeatedly 
exerted for an amicable adjustment and pay
ment of the just indemnity due to said cor
poration and its officers, citizens of the Unit
ed States, upon whose property and persons 
the aforesaid wrongs were inflicted, have 
proved entirely unavailing: Therefore, 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the President of the 
United States be, and he is hereby, author
ized and empowered to take such measures 
as in his judgment may be necessary to 
promptly obtain indemnity from the Ven
ezuelan Government for the injuries, losses, 
and damages suffered by the Venezuela 
Steam Transportation Company of New 
York, and its officers, by reason of the 
wrongful seizure, detention, and employment 
in war or otherwise of the said company's 
steamers Hero, San Fernando, and Nutrias 
by Venezuelan belligerents in the year eight
een hundred and seventy-one, and to secure 
this end he is authorized to employ such 
means or exercise such power as may be nec
essary. 

Received by the President June 7, 1890. 
[Note by the Department of State.-The 

foregoing resolution having been presented 
to the President of the United States for his 
approval, and not having been returned by 
him· to the House of Congress in which it 
originated within the time prescribed by the 
Constitution of the United States, has be
come a law without his approval.] 

CUBA, 1962 

Cuban Resolution 
[Public Law 87-733 (S.J. Res. 230), 76 Stat. 

697, approved October 3, 1962] 
Joint Resolution Expressing the determina

tion of the United States with respect to 
the situation in Cuba 
Whereas President James Monroe, an

nouncing the Monroe Doctrine in 1823, de
clared that the United States would consider 
any attempt on the part of European powers 
to "extend their system to any portion of 
this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace 
and safety"; and 

Whereas in the Rio Treaty of 1947 the par
ties agreed that "an armed attack by any 
State against an American State shall be 
considered as an attack against all the 
American States, and, consequently, each 
one of the said contracting parties under
takes to assist in meeting the attack in the 
exercise of the inherent right of individual or 
collective self-defense recognized by article 
51 of the Charter of the United Nations"; and 

Whereas the Foreign Ministers of the Orga
nization of American States at Punta del 
Este in January 1962 declared: "the present 
Government of Cuba has identified itself 
with the principles of Marxist-Leninist ideol
ogy, has established a political, economic, 
and social system based on that doctrine, 
and accepts military assistance from 
extracontinental Communist powers, includ
ing even the threat of military intervention 
in America on the part of the Soviet Union"; 
and 

Whereas the International Communist 
movement has increasingly extended into 
Cuba its political, economic, and military 
sphere of influence: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the United States is 
determined-

( a) to prevent by whatever means may be 
necessary, including the use of arms, the 
Marxist-Leninist regime in Cuba from ex
tending, by force or the threat of force, its 
aggressive or subversive activities to any 
part of this hemisphere; 

(b) to prevent in Cuba the creation or use 
of an externally supported military capabil
ity endangering the security of the United 
States; and 

(c) to work with the Organization of Amer
ican States and with freedom-loving Cubans 
to support the aspirations of the Cuban peo
ple for self-determination. 

BERLIN, 1962 

Berlin Resolution 
[House Concurrent Resolution 570, 87th Con

gress, 76 Stat. 1429, passed October 10, 1962] 
Whereas the primary purpose of the United 

States in its relations with all other nations 
is and has been to develop and sustain a just 
and enduring peace for all; and 

Whereas it is the purpose of the United 
States to encourage and support the estab
lishment of a free, unified, and democratic 
Germany; and 

Whereas in connection with the termi
nation of hostilities in World War II the 
United States, the United Kingdom, France, 
and the Soviet Union freely entered into 
binding agreements under which the four 
powers have the right to remain in Berlin, 
with the right of ingress and egress, until the 
conclusion of a final settlement with the 
Government of Germany; and 

Whereas no such final settlement has been 
concluded by the four powers and the afore
mentioned agreements continue in force: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of the 
Congress-

(a) that the continued exercise of United 
States, British, and French rights in Berlin 
constitutes a fundamental political and 
moral determination; 

(b) that the United States would regard as 
intolerable any violation by the Soviet 
Union directly or through others of those 
rights in Berlin, including the right of in
gress and egress; 

(c) that the United States is determined .to 
prevent by whatever means may be nec
essary, including the use of arms, any viola
tion of those rights by the Soviet Union di
rectly or through others, and to fulfill our 
commitment to the people of Berlin with re
spect to their resolve for freedom. 

GULF OF TONKIN, 1964 

Tonkin Gulf Resolution 
[Public Law 88-108 [H.J. Res. 1145] 78 Stat. 

384, approved August 10, 1964] 
A Joint Resolution To promote the mainte

nance of international peace and security 
in Southeast Asia 
Whereas naval units of the Communist re

gime in Vietnam, in violation of the prin
ciples of the Charter of the United Nations 
and of international law, have deliberately 
and repeatedly attacked United States naval 
vessels lawfully present in international wa
ters, and have thereby created a serious 
threat to international peace; and 

Whereas these attacks are part of a delib
erate and systematic campaign of aggression 
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that the Communist regime in North Viet
nam has been waging against its neighbors 
and the nations joined with them in the col
lective defense of their freedom; and 

Whereas the United States is assisting the 
peoples Qf southeast Asia to protect their 
freedom and has no territorial, military or 
political ambitions in that area, but desires 
only that these people should be left in peace 
to work out their own destinies in their own 
way: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the Congress ap
proves and supports the determination of the 
President, as Commander in Chief, to take 
all necessary measures to repel any armed 
attack against the forces of the United 
States and to prevent further aggression. 

SEC. 2. The United States regards as vital 
to its national interest and to world peace 
the maintenance of international peace and 
security in southeast Asia. Consonant with 
the Constitution of the United States and 
the Charter of the United Nations and in ac
cordance with its obligations under the 
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, 
the United States is, therefore, prepared, as 
the President determines, to take all nec
essary steps, including the use of armed 
force, to assist any member or protocol state 
of the Southeast Asia Collective Defense 
Treaty, requesting assistance in defense of 
its freedom. 

SEC. 3. This resolution shall expire when 
the President shall determine that the peace 
and security of the area is reasonably as
sured by international conditions created by 
action of the United Nations or otherwise, 
except that it may be terminated earlier by 
concurrent resolution of the Congress. 

THE WHrrE HOUSE, 
Washington, January 8, 1991. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY' 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: The current situation 

in the Persian Gulf, brought about by Iraq's 
unprovoked invasion and subsequent brutal 
occupation of Kuwait, threatens vital U.S. 
interests. The situation also threatens the 
peace. It would, however, greatly enhance 
the chances for peace if Congress were now 
to go on record supporting the position 
adopted by the UN Security Council on 
twelve separate occasions. Such an action 
would underline that the United States 
stands with the international community 
and on the side of law and decency; it also 
would help dispel any belief that may exist 
in the minds of Iraq's leaders that the United 
States lacks the necessary unity to act deci
sively in response to Iraq's continued aggres
sion against Kuwait. 

Secretary of State Baker is meeting with 
Iraq's Foreign Minister on January 9. It 
would have been most constructive if he 
could have presented the Iraqi government a 
Resolution passed by both houses of Con
gress supporting the UN position and in par
ticular Security Council Resolution 678. As 
you know, I have frequently stated my desire 
for such a Resolution. Nevertheless, there is 
still opportunity for Congress to act to 
strengthen the prospects for peace and safe
guard this country's vital interests. 

I therefore request that the House of Rep
resentatives and the Senate adopt a Resolu
tion stating that Congress supports the use 
of all necessary means to implement UN Se
curity Council Resolution 678. Such action 
would send the clearest possible message to 
Saddam Hussein that he must withdraw 

without condition or delay from Kuwait. 
Anything less would only encourage Iraqi in
transigence; anything else would risk de
tracting from the international coalition 
arrayed against Iraq's aggression. 

Mr. Speaker, I am determined to do what
ever is necessary to protect America's secu
rity. I ask Congress to join with me in this 
task. I can think of no better way than for 
Congress to express its support for the Presi
dent at this critical time. This truly is the 
last best chance for peace. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE BUSH. 

[United States Court of Appeals, District of 
Columbia Circuit, No. 71-1510] 

THE HONORABLE PARREN J. MITCHELL, ET AL., 
APPELLANTS, V. MELVIN R. LAIRD ET AL. 

(Argued Nov. 6, 1972) 
(Decided March 20, 1973) 

(Rehearing En Banc Denied June 21, 1973) 

Thirteen members of United States House 
of Representatives filed complaint against 
the President of the United States, the Sec
retaries of State, Defense, Army, Navy, and 
Air Force, and the United States of America 
seeking injunction restraining defendants 
from prosecuting war in Indo-China unless 
Congress explicitly authorized continuation 
of war and for dedclaration that defendants 
were carrying on an unconstitutional war. 
The United States District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia, William B. Jones, J., dis
missed action, and plaintiffs appealed. The 
Court of Appeals, Wyzanski, Senior District 
.Judge, held that plaintiffs had standing to 
sue, because the House of Representatives 
had the duty to consider whether to impeach 
the President. The Court also held that the 
President in certain circumstances had the 
power to initiate a war, but not to continue 
it indefinitely without Congressional ap
proval, and that even if Congress had 
orginally given by the Gulf of Tonkin Reso
lution a power to continue the Indo-China 
war, after repeal of that Resolution, the 
President had no constitutional power to 
continue the hostilities except to withdraw 
in safety the forces already committed. But 
the Court declined to adjudicate the question 
whether the President had exceeded his Con
stitutional power because in the case as pre
sented the materials necessary for adjudica
tion were not now available, and, therefore, 
in the present posture the question was "po
litical." 

Appeal dismissed. 
MacKinnon, Circuit Judge, dissented from 

denial of rehearing en bane and filed opinion 
in which Tamm, Robb and Wilkey, Circuit 
Judges, joined. 

1. INJUNCTION # 22 
Issues in suit brought by 13 members of 

House of Representatives against the Presi
dent, Secretaries of State, Defense, Army, 
Navy, and Air Force, and the United States 
seeking injunction restraining defendants 
from prosecuting war in Indo-China and dec
laration that defendants were carrying on an 
unconstitutional war was not rendered moot 
by the President's formally purporting to 
end hostilities in Vietnam and Laos; in addi
tion, a declaration respecting past actions 
could have legal import as regards plaintiffs' 
duty under the Constitution to consider 
whether in continuing hostilities defendants 
committed high crimes and misdemeanors so 
as to justify, impeachment. U.S.C.A.Const. 
art. l, §8, cl. 11. 

2. UNITED STATES # 135 

The United States was required to be dis
missed as party defendant in suit by 13 mem-

bers of House of Representatives seeking to 
enjoin defendants from prosecuting war in 
Indo-China and declaration that defendants 
were carrying on an unconstitutional war 
where the sovereign had not consented to be 
sued. U.S.C.A.Const. art. l, §8, cl. 11. 

3. WAR AND NATIONAL DEFENSE #2 

There are some types of war which, with
out congressional approval, the President 
may begin to wage: for example, he may re
spond immediately without such approval to 
a belligerent attack, or in a grave emergency 
he may, without congresssional approval, 
take the initiative to wage war; were it oth
erwise, the country would be paralyzed be
fore Congress could act. U.S.C.A.Const. art. 
1, §8, cl. 11. 

4. DECLARATORY JUDGMENT #306 
Since requested declaration whether ac

tions of the President and Secretaries of 
State, Defense, Army, Navy, and Air Force 
in continuing hostilities in Indochina was 
beyond authority conferred on them by the 
Constitution would hear on constitutional 
duty of plaintiffs, 13 members of House of 
Representatives, as regards bringing of im
peachment proceedings and on plaintiffs' du
ties to make appropriations to support hos
tilities or to take other legislative actions 
related thereto, such as raising an army or 
enacting other civil or criminal legislation, 
plaintiffs had standing to bring action. 
U.S.C.A.Const. art. 1, §8, cl. 11. 

5. CONSTITUTIONAL LAW #08(1) 

It is not necessarily beyond judicial com
petence to determine the allocation, between 
the Executive and the Legislative branches, 
of the power to wage war; not every case 
raising such issue is necessarily beyond 
court's jurisdiction as presenting a "political 
question." U.S.C.A.Const. art. 1, §8, cl. 11. 

6. WAR AND NATIONAL DEFENSE #2 

It is constitutionally permissible for Con
gress to use other means than a formal dec
laration of war to give its approval to a war 
already begun by a President acting alone; it 
is a discretionary matter for Congress to de
cide in what form, if any, it will give its con
sent to continuation of such a war. 
U.S.C.A.Const. art. 1, §8, cl. 11. 

7. WAR AND NATIONAL DEFENSE #2 

The Constitution contemplates various 
forms of congressional assent to wage war; 
there is no authority vested in the courts to 
require Congress to employ one form rather 
than another form, if the form chosen by a 
Congress be in itself constitutionally permis
sible. U.S.C.A.Const. art. l, §8, cl. 11. 

8. WAR AND NATIONAL DEFENSE #2 

The appropriation, draft extension, and 
cognate laws enacted with direct or indirect 
reference in the lndo-China war do not serve 
as a valid congressional assent to the Viet
nam war. U.S.C.A.Const. art. l, §8, cl. 11. 

9. CONSTITUTIONAL LAW #72 

Even if the necessary facts were to be laid 
before it, a court cannot substitute its judg
ment for that of a President who assumes of
fice in midst of an allegedly unconstitu
tional war commenced by his predecessor; 
actions of the succeeding President, who has 
unusually wide measure of discretion in such 
area, should not be judicially condemned ex
cept in a case of clear abuse amounting to 
bad faith. U.S.C.A.Const. art. l, §8, cl. 11. 

10. CONSTITUTIONAL LAW #08(1) 

Complaint seeking declaration that Presi
dent and Secretaries of State, Defense, 
Army, Navy, and Air Force were conducting 
an unconstitutional war in Indo-China was 
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properly dismissed, as seeking adjudication 
of a "political question" beyond constitu
tional jurisdiction of the federal courts; the 
President, who along with individual defend
ants, were presented, on taking office, with a 
belligerent situation not of their creation 
was not to be judicially condemned in ab
sence of clear abuse, amounting to bad faith, 
of his wide discretion in conducting the 
country's foreign affairs. U.S.C.A.Const. art. 
1, §8, cl. 11. 

Lawrence R. Velvel, Washington, D.C., 
with whom Stefan Tucker and Christopher 
Sanger, Washington, D.C., were on the brief, 
for appellants. 

Gregory Brady, Asst. U.S. Atty. with 
whom Harold H. Titus, Jr., U.S. Atty., John 
A. Terry, Michael A. Katz, Asst. U.S. Attys. 
and Hermine Herta Meyer, Atty., Dept. of 
Justice, were on the brief, for appellees. 
Thomas A. Flannery, U.S. Atty. at the time 
the record was filed and Walter H. Fleischer, 
Atty., Dept. of Justice, also entered appear
ances for appellees. 

Before Bazelon, Chief Judge, Tamm, Cir
cuit Judge, and Wyzanski, Senior United 
States District Judge for the District of Mas
sachusetts. 

Wyzanski, Senior District Judge: April 7, 
1971 thirteen members of the United States 
House of Representatives, as plantiffs, filed 
in the District Court a complaint against the 
President of the United States, the Secretar
ies of State, Defense, Army, Navy, and Air 
Force, and the United States of America. 
Plaintiffs alleged that for seven years the 
United States, by the named individual de
fendants and their predecessors, has been en
gaged in a war in Indo-China without obtain
ing "either a declaration of war or an ex
plicit, intentional and discrete authorization 
of war" and thereby "unlawfully impair and 
defeat plaintiffs' Constitutional right, as 
members of the Congress of the United 
States, to decide whether the United States 
should fight a war." Plaintiffs prayed for 
first, an order that defendants be enjoined 
from prosecuting the war in Indo-China un
less, within 60 days from the date of such 
order, the Congress shall have explicitly, in
tentionally and discretely authorized a con
tinuation of the war, and, second, "a declara
tory judgment that defendants are carrying 
on a war in violation of Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 11 of the United States Constitution. 

The District Court dismissed the action as 
to the President, on the authority of Mis
sissippi v. Johnson, 71 U.S. (4 Wall.) 475, 18 
L.Ed. 437 (1866), and as to the other defend
ants, on the authority of Luftig v. McNa
mara, 126 U.S. App. D.C. 4, 373 F.2d 664 (1967), 
cert. denied 387 U.S. 945, 87 S.Ct. 2078, 18 
L.Ed.2d 1332 (1967). 

By somewhat different paths, the three 
judges who have heard this appeal from the 
District Court's judgment of dismissal have 
concluded unanimously that said appeal 
should be dismissed. 

[1) The first issue presented is whether the 
case is now moot. Recently, the President 
has purported formally to end hostilities in 
Vietnam and Laos. There has been no similar 
action with respect to Cambodia, another 
part of Indo-China. The continuation of hos
tilities there precludes our holding that this 
case is moot. Furthermore, a declaratory 
judgment respecting past action might have 
legal import, inasmuch as though this point 
is not specifically pleaded, plaintiffs have a 
duty under the Constitution to consider 
whether defendants in continuing the hos
tilities did commit high crimes and mis
demeanors so as to justify an impeachment 
of the individual defendants, pursuant to 

United States Constitution, Article I, Sec
tion 2, Clause 5. 

(2) The second issue is whether the dismis
sal of the action against the United States 
was correct for a reason not given by the 
District Court. We are unanimously of the 
view that as to the government, the dismis
sal was correct because the sovereign has not 
consented to be sued. 

The third issue is whether the dismissal of 
the action as to the remaining defendants 
was proper for another reason not given by 
the District Court: to wit, that plaintiffs 
have no standing to sue. None of the judges 
who heard his appeal is persuaded that plain
tiffs are sound in their explicit reliance upon 
defendants' alleged duty not to interfere 
with what the complaint alleges is "plain
tiffs' Constitutional right, as members of the 
Congress of the United States, to decide 
whether the United States should fight a 
war." 

(3) Implicit in plaintiffs' contention is 
their assumption that the Constitution gives 
to the Congress the exclusive right to decide 
whether the United States should fight all 
types of war. Without at this point exhaus
tively considering all possibilities, we are 
unanimously of the opinion that there are 
some types of war which, without Congres
sional approval, the President may begin to 
wage: for example, he may respond imme
diately without such approval to a bellig
erent attack.or in a grave emergency he 
may, without Congressional approval, take 
the initiative to wage war. Otherwise the 
country would be paralyzed. Before Congress 
could act the national might be defeated or 
at least crippled. In such unusual situations 
necessity confers the requisite authority 
upon the President. Any other construction 
of the Constitution would make it self-de
structive. 

(4) However, plaintiffs are not limited by 
their own concepts of their standing to sue. 
We perceive that in respects which they have 
not alleged they may be entitled to com
plain. If we, for the moment, assume the de
fendants ' actions in continuing the hos
tilities in Indo-China were or are beyond the 
authority conferred upon them by the Con
stitution, a declaration to that effect would 
bear upon the duties of plaintiffs to consider 
whether to impeach defendants, and upon 
plaintiffs' quite distinct and different duties 
to make appropriations to support the hos
tilities, or to take other legislative actions 
related to such hostilities, such as raising an 
army or enacting other civil or criminal leg
islation. In our view, these considerations 
are sufficient to give plaintiffs a standing to 
make their complaint. Cf. First v. Cohen, 302 
U.S. 83 S.Ct. 1942, 20 L.Ed.2d 947 (1968): Asso
ciation of Data Processing Service Organiza
tions, Inc. v. Camp, 397 U.S. 150, 90 S.Ct. 827, 
25 L.Ed.2d 184 (1970); Barlow v. Collins, 397 
U.S. 159, 90 S.Ct. 832, 25 L.Ed.2192 (1970). 

(5) The fourth issue is whether plaintiffs 
seek adjudication of a "political question" 
beyond the jurisdiction conferred upon the 
courts by Article ill of the Constitution. De
spite Luftig v. McNamara, supra, which ad
mittedly indicates that it is beyond judicial 
competence to determine the allocation, be
tween the executive and the legislative 
branches of the powers to wage war, we are 
now persuaded that there may be, in some 
cases, such competence. Massachusetts v. 
Laird, 451 F.2d 26 (1st Cir. 1971). aff'g s.c. ~27 
F.Supp. 378 (D. Mass. 1971); Orlando v. Laird, 
443 F.2d 1039 (2nd Cir. 1971). Cf. Powell v. 
McCormack, 395 U.S. 486, 89 S.Ct. 1944, 23 
L.Ed.2d 491 (1969). 

Here the critical question to be initially 
decided is whether the hostilities in Indo-

China constitute in the Constitutional sense 
a "war," both within and beyond the mean
ing of the term in Article I, Section 8, Clause 
11. That the hostilities have been not merely 
of magnitude but also of long duration is 
plainly alleged in paragraph 4 of the com
plaint. It is there said that "For at least the 
last seven years ... the Untied States ... 
has been engaged in Indo-China in the pros
ecution of the longest and one of the most 
costly wars in American history. As of the 
present, one million human beings, including 
over 50,000 Americans have been killed in the 
war, and at least one hundred billion dollars 
has been spent by the United States in and 
for the prosecution of the war." There would 
be no insuperable difficulty in a court deter
mining whether such allegations are sub
stantially true. If they are, then in our opin
ion, as apparently in the opinion of Presi
dent Nixon, as revealed by his use of the 
word "war" in his second Inaugural Address, 
delivered January 20, 1973, there has been a 
war in Indo-China. Nor do we see any dif
ficulty in a court facing up to the question 
as to whether because of the war's duration 
and magnitude the President is or was with
out power to continue the war without Con
gressional approval. 

But the aforesaid question invites inquiry 
as to whether Congress has given, in a Con
stitutionally satisfactory form, the approval 
requisite for a war of considerable duration 
and magnitude. Originally Congress gave 
what may be argued to have been its ap
proval by the passage of the Gulf of Tonkin 
Resolution, 78 Stat. 384 (1964). See Orlando v. 
Laird, supra. However, that resolution can
not serve as justification · for the indefinite 
continuance of the war since it was repealed 
by subsequent Congressional action, 84 Stat. 
2055 (1971). Apparently recognizing that 
point, the Government contends that Con
gressional approval has been given by appro
priation acts, by extension of the Selective 
Service and Training Act, and by other 
measures. 

[6, 7) We are unanimously agreed that it is 
constitutionally permissible for Congress to 
use another means than a formal declaration 
of war to give its approval to a war such as 
is involved in the protracted and substantial 
hostilities in Indo-China. See Massachusetts 
v. Laird and Orlando v. Laird, both supra. 
Any attempt to require a declaration of war 
as the only permissible form of assent might 
involve unforeseeable domestic and inter
national consequences, without any obvious 
compensating advantages other than that a 
formal declaration of war does have special 
solemnity and does present to the legislature 
an unambiguous choice. While those advan
tages are not negligible, we deem it a politi
cal question, or, to phrase it more accu
rately, a discretionary matter for Congress 
to decide in which form, if any, it will give 
its consent to the continuation of a war al
ready begun by a President acting alone. See 
Massachusetts v. Laird, supra, aff'g a. c., 327 
F.Supp. 378 (D. Mass. 1971); Orlando v. Laird, 
supra; Berk v. Laird, 317 F.Supp. 715 
(E.D.N.Y. 1970). That is, we regard the Con
stitution as contemplating various forms of 
Congressional assault, and we do not find 
any authority in the courts to require Con
gress to employ one rather than another 
form, if the form chosen by Congress be in it
self constitutionally permissible. That con
clusion, however, leaves unanswered the fur
ther question whether the particular forms 
which the Government counsel at our bar 
refer to as having been used by Congress in 
the Indo-China war are themselves of that 
character which makes them in toto, if not 
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separately, a constitutionally permissible 
form of assent. 

The overwhelming weight of authority, in
cluding some earlier opinions by the present 
writer, holds that the appropriation, draft 
extension, and cognaic laws enacted with di
rect or indirect reference to the Indo-China 
war, (and which have been acutely and com
prehensively analyzed by Judge Judd in Berk 
v. Laird, supra) did constitute a constitu
tionally permissible form of assent. Massa
chusetts v. Laird, Orlando v. Laird, Berk v. 
Laird, all supra, and United States v. Sisson, 
294 F.Supp. 511 (D. Mass. 1968). Judge Tamm 
is content to adhere to that line of author
ity. 

[8) But Chief Judge Bazolon and I now re
gard that body of authority as unsound. It is, 
of course, elementary that in many areas of 
the law appropriation by Congress have been 
construed by the courts as involving Con-

. gressional assent to, or ratification of, prior 
or continuing executive action originally un
dertaken without Congressional legislative 
approval. Without a pause to cite or to ex
amine in detail the vast body of cases involv
ing such construction, it is more relevant to 
emphasize the special problem which is pre
sented when one seeks to spell out from mili
tary appropriation acts, extension of selec
tive service laws, and cognaic legislation the 
purported Congressional approval or ratifica
tion of a war already being waged at the di
rection of the President alone. This court 
cannot be unmindful of what every school
boy knows: that in voting to appropriate 
money or to draft men a Congressman is not 
necessarily approving of the continuation of 
a war no matter how specifically the appro
priation or draft act refers to that war. A 
Congressman wholly opposed to the war's 
commencement and continuation might vote 
for the military appropriations and for the 
draft measures because he was unwilling to 
abandon without support men already fight
ing. An honorable, decent, compassionate act 
of aiding those already in peril is no proof of 
consent to the actions that placed and con
tinued them in that dangerous posture. We 
should not construe votes cast in pity and 
piety as though they were votes freely given 
to express consent. Hence Chief Judge 
Bazelon and I believe that none of the legis
lation drawn to the court's attention may 
serve as a valid assent to the Vietnam war. 

Yet it does not follow that plantiffs are en
titled to prevail. When on January 20, 1969 
President Nixon took office, and when on the 
same or even later dates the other individual 
defendants took their present offices, they 
were faced with a belligerent situation not of 
their creation. Obviously, the President 
could not properly execute the duties of his 
office or his responsibility as Commander-in
Chief by ordering hostilities to cease on the 
very day he took office. Even if his prede
cessor had exceeded their constitutional au
thority, President Nixon's duty did not go 
beyond trying, in good faith and to the best 
of his ability, to bring the war to an end as 
promptly as was consistent with the safety 
of those fighting and with a profound con
cern for the durable interests of the nation-

, its defense, its honor, its morality. 
[9, 10) Whether President Nixon did so pro

ceed is a question which at this stage in his
tory a court is incompetent to answer. A 
court cannot procure the relevant evidence; 
some is in the hands of foreign governments, 
some is privileged. Even if the necessary 
facts were to be laid before it, a court would 
not substitute its judgment for that of the 
President, who has an unusually wide meas
ure of discretion in this area, and who should 

not be judicially condemned except in a case 
of clear abuse amounting to bad faith. Other
wise a court would be ignoring the delicacies 
of diplomatic negotiation, the inevitable 
bargaining for the best solution of an inter
national conflict, and the scope which in for
eign affairs must be allowed to the President 
if this country is to play a responsibile role 
in the council of the nations. 

In short, we are faced with what has tradi
tionally been called a "political question" 
which is beyond the judicial power conferred 
by Article III of the United States Constitu
tion. And on that ground the complaint was 
properly dismissed by the District Court. 

Appeal dismissed. 
Before Bazelon, Chief Judge, and Wright, 

McGowan, Tamm, Leventhal, Robinson, 
MacKinnon, Robb and Wilkey, Circuit 
Judges. 

ORDER 
Per Curiam. 
The motion for rehearing en bane initiated 

by a member of the Court in regular active 
service is denied, a majority of the Circuit 
Judges who are in regular active service not 
having voted in favor of it (Rule 35, Federal 
Rules of Appellate Procedure). 

Separate statement by Circuit Judge 
MacKinnon with whom Circuit Judges 
Tamm, Robb and Wilkey joint as to why 
they would grant rehearing en bane, sua 
spoute. 

MacKinnon, Circuit Judge: 
I would vote sua sponte for rehearing en 

bane of this case to correct the manifest 
error to which Judge Tamm also dissents in 
the above opinion. My objection runs to 
pages 615-616 of the slip opinion which state, 
inter alia, that appropriation, extensions of 
the draft and other legislation by Congress 
supporting the Indochina war do not con
stitute assent to the war. This statement, 
which is implicitly self-contradictory, fails 
to give full recognition to the so-called Gulf 
of Tonkin Resolution which was passed on 
August 10, 1964 by both Houses of Congress 
by a cumulative vote of 506 to 2. The Resolu
tion declared inter alia: 

"Consonant with the Constitution of the 
United States and the Charter of the United 
Nations and in accordance with its obliga
tion under the Southeast Asia Collective De
fense Treaty, the United States is to be pre
pared, as the President determines, to take 
all necessary steps, including the use of armed 
force, to assist any member or protocol state 
of the Southeast Asia Collective Defense 
Treaty requesting assistance in defense of its 
freedom." (Emphasis added.)2 

This Resolution clearly authorized and 
thereby approved and consented to "the use 
of armed force" in Southeast Asia. Congress 
terminated this Resolution effective Janu
ary 2, 1971,2 but it is impossible as a prac
tical matter to "undeclare" a war in this 
manner. By subsequently appropriating 
moneys for military forces and materiel 
with restriction on operations in Laos and 
Thailand but with no restriction on oper
ations in Vietnam and Cambodia, 4 Congress 
impliedly recognized that the war could not 
be undone completely by terminating the 
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution. The appropria
tions thus indicate Congress' continuing as
sent to the prosecution of the war. 

The basis stated by the opinion for the 
self-contradictory statement that Congress 
in passing measures to support the Vietnam 
war was not validly assenting thereto is 
that: 

"This court cannot be unmindful of what 
every schoolboy knowss: that in voting to 
appropriate money or to draft men a Con-

gressman is not necessarily approving the 
continuation of a war no matter how specifi
cally the appropriation or draft act refers to 
that war. A Congressman wholly opposed to 
the war's commencement and continuation 
might vote for the military appropriations 
and for the draft measures because he was 
unwilling to abandon without support men 
already fighting. An honorable, decent, com
passionate act of aiding those already in 
peril is no proof of consent to the actions 
that placed and continued them in that dan
gerous posture. We should not construe votes 
cast in pity and piety as though they were 
votes freely given to express consent. Hence 
Chief Judge Bazelon and I believe that none 
of the legislation drawn to the court's atten
tion may serve as a valid assent to the Viet
nam war." (Emphasis added.) 

In my opinion, contrary to the above 
quotation, the annual multi-billion dollar 
appropriations over an eight-year period re
flect a clear Congressional assent to the war. 
The appropriations were intended both for 
future activities, as with the regular annual 
appropriations, and for current activities, as 
with the supplemental appropriationss Con
gress was not acting blindly. The annual ap
propria tions followed extensive bearings 
which disclosed precisely that the money 
was being used for military operations in the 
Vietnam conflict. Congress even went so far 
as to earmark some appropriations for "mili
tary activities is Southeast Asia" 1 and "to 
provide all necessary support for members of 
the Armed Forces of the United States fight
ing in Vietnam." e To state that Congress did 
not thereby assent to the war is to disregard 
the obvious Congressional intent on this 
very important matter. Continuing the war 
would have been impossible without the con
sent which Congress manifested in the only 
meaningful way that Congress acts-by for
mally adopted enactments. 

The primary error in the panel opinion is 
that it confuses the expressed intent of Con
gress with what is completely court-created 
speculation as to motive. Intent and motive 
are not the same. Even if courts possessed 
authority and jurisdiction to inquire into 
the motives of Congress, which they do not,e 
the panel opinion only asserts a possible 
speculative motive, i.e., what "A Congress
man [not even a majority of either House of 
Congress] * * * might vote." (Emphasis 
added.) This irrational and illusory base has 
no support in the record and is not proper 
support for a responsible judicial decision. I 
would thus excise the heretofore quoted por
tion of the opinion. As recently as April 2, 
1973, the Supreme Court affirmed a decision 
which noted the " political nature" of the 
questions involved.to In view of the now com
plete removal of United States ground 
forces, the quoted language of the opinion is 
nothing more than a court-created post hoc 
rationalization, devoid of any support in the 
record, which is obviously so untimely, il
logical and political that it should not form 
any part of a judicial opinion. Otherwise, I 
concur in the result reached by the opinion. 

FOOTNOTES 
i Public Law 88-108, Aug. 10, 1964, provides: 

Joint Resolution 
To promote the maintenance of Inter

national peace and security in southeast 
Asia. 

Whereas naval units of the Communist re
gime in Vietman, in violation of the prin
ciples of the Charter of the United Nations 
and of International Law, have deliberately 
and repeatedly attacked United States naval 
vessels lawfully present in International wa-
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ters, and have thereby created a serious 
threat to International peace; and 

Whereas these attacks are part of a delib
erate and systematic campaign of aggression 
that the Communist regime in North Viet
nam has been waging against its neighbors 
and the nations joined with them in the col
lective defense of their freedom; and 

Whereas the United States is assisting the 
peoples of southeast Asia to protect their 
freedom and ban no territorial, military or 
political ambitions in that area, but desires 
only that those peoples should be left in 
peace to work out their own destinies in 
their own way: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the Congress ap
proves and supports the determination of the 
President, as Commander in Chief, to take 
all necessary measures to repel any armed 
attack against the forces of the United 
States and to prevent further aggression. 

Sec. 2. The United States regards as vital 
to its national interest and to world peace 
the maintenance of International peace and 
security in southeast Asia. Consonant with 
the Constitution of the United States and 
the Charter of the United Nations and in ac
cordance with its obligations under the 
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, 
the United States is, therefore, prepared, as 
the President determines, to take all nec
essary steps, including the use of armed 
force, to assist any member or protocol state 
of the Southeast Asia Collective Defense 
Treaty requesting assistance in defense of its 
freedom. 

Sec. 3. This resolution shall expire when 
the President shall determine that the peace 
and security of the area is reasonably as
sured by International conditions granted 
eroded by action of the United Nations or 
otherwise, except that it may be terminated 
earlier by concurrent resolution of the Con
gress. 

Approved August 10, 1964. 78 Stat. 384. 
2on January 12. 1974 the 91st Congress en

acted a motion in Foreign Military Sales Act 
providing: 

Sec. 12. The joint resolution entitled 
"Joint resolution to promote the mainte
nance of International peace and security in 
Southeast Asia", approved August 10, 1964 (78 
Stat. 384; Public Law 88-408), is terminated 
effective upon the day that the second ses
sion of the Ninety-first Congress is last ad
journed. 

P.L 94-672. Jan. 12, 1974, 84 Stat. 2055. The 
Second Session of the 91st Congress last ad
journed sine die on January 2, 1971 (116 Cong. 
Rec. 1-1640). Under the terms of the above 
section the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution be
came effective on January 2, 1971, which was 
ten days before the Act terminating it was 
approved. 

3 Pub. L. No. 92-204, Dec. 18, 1971, 85 Stat. 
716. 

4 Id., 85 Stat. at 735. 
5This is not generally considered to be reli

able authority. 
&E.g. Act of March 26, 1966, 80, Stat. 79. 
7 Pub. L. 80-18 May 7, 1965, 79 Stat. 109; Or

lando v. Laird 443 F.2d 1030, 1042 n. 2 (2d Cir. 
1971). 

a Pub. L. 90-5, March 16, 1967, 81 Stat. 5; Or
lando v. Laird, supra at 1012 n. 2. 

9 Courts are not en powered to pass upon the 
motives that cause legislative bodies to act 
upon legislation. Fletcher v. Peck, 10 U.S. (0 
Crunch) 87, 1~131 3 L.Ed. 162 (1810); D.C. 
Federation of Civic Associations v. Volpe, 148 
U.S. App. D.C. 207, 223, 450 F.2d 31211, 1247 
(1971), cert. denied, 4105 U.S. 10310 92 S.Ct. 
1200, 31 L.Ed.2d 480, (1072). 

ioAtlec v. Richardson, 411 U.S. 911, 93 S.Ct. 
1545, 36 L.Ed.2d 301 (1973), affirming Atlee v. 
Laird, 339 F. Supp. 1347 (E.D.Pa. 1972). 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I take the well this 
afternoon as an advocate of peace. I 
come to the well with a heart that is 
heavy but a spirit that is not broken. 

Mr. Speaker, in that context I ask 
each of us in these Chambers to be nei
ther fool nor naive for brilliant ora
tory, magnificent analyses notwith
standing, the decision we are about to 
make is tantamount to a declaration of 
war. 

A decision of such gravity, of such 
magnitude that the leadership on both 
sides of the aisle have asked us, each of 
us, to arrive at this decision as a mat
ter of conscience. 

Conscience demands the highest test, 
for it asks the most difficult question: 
Is it right? What then is an appropriate 
test for the issue should not be whether 
we stand with the President, but 
whether we can live with ourselves in 
the aftermath of that decision. 

What is an appropriate test? I would 
suggest that each and every one of us, 
Mr. Speaker, in these Chambers for 
this moment assume that we are par
ents, each with two children in the 
Persian Gulf, one daughter and one 
son. 

And let us assume the worst, that we 
went to war and that in the aftermath 
of war one of our children died in the 
Persian Gulf and one of them came 
back with broken body, broken dreams, 
and broken spirits. 

And when that one remaining child 
comes home and says to you, "Dad, 
Mom, was this necessary?" that you 
can answer, without blinking, that 
question. 

I have answered that question for 
myself: No, this is not necessary; and, 
yes, there are alternatives. 

I am but a humble Member of Con
gress, but if I were indeed the Presi
dent of the United States, in order to 
save one life in the pursuit of peace, I 
would travel to the ends of the Earth, 
even Baghdad, to make sure that no 
one died. But I am a humble Member 
here. 

So all I can do is register a vote. But 
I say as you go to that electronic de
vice to vote, think of two children, one 
dead, one broken, that you will have to 
answer someday as a matter of con
science, as a matter of morality, "Was 
it necessary?" I believe it was not. If 
you too join in that belief, then let us 
stop beating the drums of war, let us 
oppose this march to violence and let 
us attempt to challenge risking war 
and have the audacity, as a civilized 
people evolving to a new and higher 
order of evolution of human life on this 
planet, to dare to seek peace. 

I oppose the resolution before this 
body. 

D 1350 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself 3 minutes. 
Mr. Speaker, this is certainly a very 

historic day in the history of the 
United States. It represents the cul
mination of some of the finest biparti
san efforts that I have seen by a num
ber of distinguished leaders of this 
body. 

I personally want to commend my 
distinguished leader, the gentleman · 
from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL], my chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
FASCELL], specially commend the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLARZ], 
and most important President Bush, 
who gave his strong support to this res
olution. 

The resolution we now bring before 
the House is a statement of national 
purpose. It is a vote of confidence in 
the President on our gulf policy and a 
confirmation that America is united. It 
does send a message to Saddam Hus
sein. It tells him the President's recent 
letter was not an idle threat, but a 
credible warning. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is a 
credible warning because it is thor
oughly bipartisan. It is supported by 
Democrats and Republicans, liberals 
and conservatives. It says that the 
President's policies carry the full back
ing of those who represent the Amer
ican people. 

Authorizing the use of force does not 
commit the President to waging war, 
but it does give him that option. This 
resolution gives him the muscle he 
needs to wage war, but probably, more 
importantly, it gives him the bargain
ing chip he needs to seek peace. It is 
based on the most recent U.N. Security 
Council resolution, and it puts Con
gress in step with the rest of the world. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a step in the di
rection of lasting peace, but it is not, 
as we all know, an easy vote. We were 
not elected to make the easy votes. we 
were elected to take on the tough ones 
as well. 

I believe we are really at the cross
roads of history. The superpower stand
off has ended. The world is searching 
for a better way to maintain true 
peace. 

Now we can make a commitment, ad
mittedly a difficult commitment, to
ward achieving that peace, or we can 
lose our nerve at this critical hour and 
thereby call down upon ourselves the 
judgment of history. 

Should we fail to support this resolu
tion, it will be a sign to others in the 
world that America is eager to praise 
the ideals of collective security, but 
shrinks from making the commitment 
to achieve it. 

Today, Congress can take an impor
tant step toward attaining the goal of 
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justice among nations and true world 
peace, and I urge our colleagues here to 
support the President of the United 
States by supporting this very, very 
important resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
31/2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. ROE]. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
distinguished majority leader, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], 
for yielding to me, and I have not had 
the opportunity to speak during this 
debate until now, and I wanted to char
acterize the debate, that it is a debate 
on patriots and national conscience. 
Patriots all in this room and national 
conscience. 

Mr. Speaker, this debate is giving the 
opportunity to the Nation to think, to 
think, to think and for the Members to 
be able to think. 

I strongly supported the President, 
continued to support the President, up 
to this particular juncture. Our great
est concern has been explained by so 
many Members who have spoken here 
today. We are concerned about Saddam 
Hussein, his army, his weapons, his 
chemical poison gas, his germ warfare 
and his nuclear weapons, and we want 
him to get out of Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, we all want that, but 
what about the broader issue? I ask my 
colleagues, "What do you do if he gets 
out of Kuwait? How are you going to 
stop his chemical warfare and the 
other items involved?" 

Mr. Speaker, there is a much broader 
issue involved, and the people of Amer
ica wanted to know. 

World oil supply has been part of the 
debate. There is no oil shortage. There 
is a glut of oil on the market. The peo
ple know there is no shortage. They 
want to know why this is so and why 
we would be considering fighting for an 
oil supply that is not factually correct 
in the minds of the people, and the peo
ple want to know. 

It is because, in part, the money
changers in the temple are plundering 
the world's treasuries is what is really 
involved, and the people want to know. 

There is no particular point that I 
can add to this debate that has not 
been discussed, and perhaps it is pro
spective in part. Saddam Hussein, and I 
hope my colleagues listen, he would 
not have the technology, he would not 
have the expertise, he would not have 
the arms, had it not been for, in part, 
the United Nations, namely Germany, 
France, the Soviet Union, China, 
Japan, and, yes, the United States of 
America who have provided him the re
sources for war up until just a few 
months ago, and some are still doing 
it. 

So, I hope whatever we decide, when 
it gets to that point, that we look 
ahead. It is not going to be . over when 
these decisions are made. 

Are we going to join with the other 
nations of the world and say to the 

people of the United Nations, "It's not 
good enough for you to give us money. 
You provided the resources, and you 
provided the arms, and, therefore, you 
owe the world, and you owe us a great 
deal more." 

Let me close on this point so I do 
not, I say to the majority leader, run 
out of my time. Somebody said to me 
in the hall, "Well, you know, are you 
going to vote this way? Are you going 
to vote that way?" 

I have been here for 22 years, and this 
is a vote I am casting for myself. I have 
earned that right, and I am voting for 
my people. 

I went into the Army. I was 18 years 
old. I served for 3112 yea,rs in a combat 
infantry unit in World War II in Eu
rope, as some other people in this 
House have done. The World War II vet
erans are becoming lesser and lesser in 
this House, and so, too, the corporate 
memory of what war really is all 
about. My God, it is so easy to say, 
"We got to get him. We got to get 
him." It is so easy to say that. 

No aspersions on anybody in this 
House, but those kids are the ones that 
are going to be out there lonely, one by 
one, trying to stay alive. So, Mr. 
Speaker, I say to my colleagues, "If 
you have never been there, and you've 
never participated, it's impossible for 
you to understand what that means in 
commitment to a human soul." 

So, I would hope, I would hope and 
pray, that the people of this House 
would think about that. Never mind 
the drum beatings and all the things 
we have heard today. It is those kids 
that are involved, those kids are in
volved, yours and mine. And is it worth 
it at this point without trying that 
much harder? I tell my colleagues it is 
not, and we live to see the day soon 
from here when we will come back 
again and lament the decision to vote 
for this particular amendment. 

I hope we vote against this particular 
resolution. 

D 1400 
Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. HUTTO]. 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. 

As chairman of the Readiness Subcommit
tee during the 101 st Congress let me speak to 
you for a moment about the readiness of our 
forces. I believe our Air Force and our naval 
forces are fully ready for any contingency, and 
our ground forces are very near full readiness. 
This is a tribute to the fine training within the 
Department of Defense. Additionally over the 
last 2 years the Readiness Subcommittee and 
the Congress have authorized $174 billion in 
operation and maintenance funds for these 
forces. · 

There have been times in our Nation's his
tory when our forces were not as ready, when 
our aircraft weren't ready to fly and our tanks 
weren't ready to roll, but such is not the case 

today. Our equipment is well maintained and 
very capable of accomplishing the mission. All 
of the reports I have seen indicate that our 
forces are ready, morale is high, and the 
forces are well equipped. 

By every account I have heard, there seems 
to be no doubt that our Air Force and Navy 
are fully ready and able to fight and win. Addi
tional equipment and men and women are ar
riving daily from the United States and Eu
rope. The force is building and will soon be in 
excess of 400,000. 

No one in this Chamber wants war, but if it 
does come, I believe that the U.S. forces are 
prepared to carry out their military objective, 
and this is partly because this body has prop
erly funded the readiness account. 

Whatever we decide, and whatever the 
President must eventually do, our men and 
women in the gulf are prepared and well 
equipped for their mission. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the bipartisan U.N. resolution, 
which I am proud to cosponsor. I think it is im
portant to support our President in this crisis. 
If we do not, we will never be able to get Sad
dam out of Kuwait. 

George Bush is our Commander in Chief. 
He and Secretary of State Baker have put to
gether a strong U.N. coalition against Iraq and 
now he is asking that the Congress approve 
U.N. resolution 678. He has all the diplomatic, 
intelligence, and military information that is not 
available to us as Members of Congress. I 
think we ought to leave the responsibility with 
the President to make the right decision when 
to use military force. 

I worry that if the Gephardt resolution is 
adopted, and our forces have to stay longer in 
the Persian Gulf, and then 6 months from now 
we take offensive action, we are going to have 
more American casualties. The reason is that 
our forces now are at their peak of prepared
ness. The longer Americans stay in that 
desert, they lose their sharpness. 

Even in Vietnam we rotated our troops after 
12 months and the conditions in the desert are 
much harder to survive in than Vietnam. Be
cause of the harsh living conditions in Saudi, 
we will have to start rotating our forces out in 
the next few months and when you rotate mili
tary forces, you weaken their effectiveness. 

Most of our veterans organizations and mili
tary organizations are supporting the Presi
dent's gulf policy. 

Another reason not to delay is that it gives 
Iraq even more time to dig in and strengthen 
its defensive fortifications in Kuwait and Iraq. 
This is what could add to our casualty list. 

Sanctions are not going to force Saddam 
out of Kuwait in my opinion and eventually war 
will start. No way will our forces be as pre
pared as they are now. 

So I ask you to support the bipartisan U.N. 
resolution and let's get our American troops 
home as soon as possible. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
CONDIT]. 
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Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 

support of the Bennett-Durbin resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 1 ) and the Solarz-Michel resolution 
(H.J. Res. 62). 

The question before us is this, Will the Unit
ed States ·of America stand with the vast ma
jority of nations of the world in resisting Sad
dam Hussein's aggression? 

Will the United States stand with the com
munity of nations and demonstrate that the 
days of invasion, conquering, and looting of 
weaker nations by stronger nations are over? 

Will the United States Congress stand be
hind the United Nations, which has formally 
and officially endorsed actions to force Iraq's 
surrender of occupied Kuwait? 

Mr. Speaker, we dare not compromise or 
undercut this worldwide effort to remove Iraq 
from Kuwait. 

We dare not send mixed messages to Mr. 
Hussein at this late hour, or we will find that 
the last chance for peace will evaporate like 
water in the desert. 

Saddam Hussein stands alone-the United 
States stands with the rest of the world. 

Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait solely for 
greed and power, not for freedom; not for an 
overall Middle East peace settlement; not for 
human rights; and certainly not for the self-de
termination of peoples. 

Every action taken by our President has 
been in concert with the resolutions of the 
United Nations. For the first time in a long 
time, we see the world's most prestigious or
ganization acting as a leader in resisting ag
gression. We cannot afford to undercut this ef
fort. If the League of Nations had shown this 
determination and resolve in the 1930's, who 
knows how world history would have 
changed-and, as we all know any change 
would have been better. 

The time is to act now, not 6 months from 
now. I firmly believe that if we wait, we will be 
having this same debate again. We need to 
support our troops now. We need to support 
the rest of the world now. We need to send a 
clear message today to this greedy aggressor 
that the United States Congress is prepared to 
stand by the United Nations resolutions to use 
all possible means to free Kuwait and bring 
justice to its citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, I have consistently supported 
a peaceful resolution to the Persian Gulf crisis. 
I have also consistently supported congres
sional participation in any decision to commit 
military action in the crisis. We have given 
sanctions an opportunity to work. We must 
stand with the United Nations, the President 
and our soldiers! I urge you to support the 
Bennett-Durbin and Solarz-Michel resolutions. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
very distinguished gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI], the chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to commend the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] and the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLARZ] 
for the job they have done. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a serious debate-the 
most serious in my career-about a very pain
ful decision. This is why every Member of 
Congress is here-to represent constituents 
who may be asked to give their very lives in 

pursuit of the national policy we are discussing 
today. 

I want to commend the character of this de
bate. There are honest differences of opinion 
here that know no partisan boundaries. Each 
of us-the elected representatives of the 
American people--is sincerely trying to decide 
how to best promote peace and stability 
throughout the world. Each of us is motivated 
by a sense of duty and responsibility. We want 
to do what is right, what is in the best interest 
of this country and all humanity. 

We all agree that the Iraqi invasion of Ku
wait is abhorrent. We all agree that Iraq must 
leave Kuwait. We all know who the aggressor 
is-Iraqi President Saddam Hussein. This de
bate only illustrates our differences on how to 
respond to Iraq's naked aggression. But we 
agree totally and unanimously on the goal of 
the international community-the full restora
tion of the sovereignty of Kuwait. 

Many of my colleagues say that this is the 
toughest vote they have ever had to cast be
cause it is a decision involving war and peace, 
life, and death. It is for me, too. This is much 
more difficult for me than the Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution of 1964. Today's situation is clearer. 
The possibility of armed conflict, casualties, 
and even death is much more apparent. 

I strongly believe that Congress can-in
deed must-participate in such an important 
decision involving such a critical national com
mitment. But if Congress must make the deci
sion on whether armed combat is an appro
priate action, let me caution my colleagues 
that we cannot and should not attempt to de
cide how that war should be fought. 

After long and difficult personal reflection, I 
have decided to vote for the Michel resolution. 
I will vote for it because I want to send a 
strong message to Iraq that aggression 
doesn't pay. And I will vote for it because I 
have full confidence that our President and my 
friend George Bush will act in a responsible 
and compassionate fashion. 

President Bush does not seek war. He 
knows how horrible war is because he has 
served courageously in combat. He is a man 
of peace. He is a father and a grandfather 
who both reflects and respects family values. 
He is a diplomat who has learned that warfare 
is a last resort. No parent-and he is a par
ent-no veteran-and he is a decorated vet
eran-no person of conscience-and George 
Bush is certainly a person of conscience-
would ever lightly decide to commit America's 
youth to war to resolve international conflicts. 
So my vote today is not a vote for war, al
though war may be the ultimate result. It is a 
vote of confidence in our President and his 
judgement. 

The end of the cold war is a confusing time 
for all Americans and all citizens of the world. 
Our worries about a superpower nuclear war 
have been replaced by fears of regional con
flicts that could escalate into international ca
tastrophes. Such conflicts caused World War I 
and World War II. History has taught us that 
we must take such challenges seriously and 
respond quickly. Temporizing-vacillating
can prove to be devastatingly expensive. 

For ·most of this century, America has 
worked for international peace, acknowledging 
that the pursuit of peace is more important 
than the cost in blood and treasure. In this in-

stance, many others have joined us. The na
tions of the world are united against the Iraqi 
aggressor-as they belatedly united against 
Nazi aggression a half century ago. 

Some would say that some nations are 
more committed than others when it comes to 
paying the bills of the Desert Shield Operation. 
That is an important question that deserves 
our attention. It is not surprising, however, that 
the United States is playing the largest role. 
But that is a question for another day. 

It is a sad fact of history that peace does · 
not come cheaply or painlessly. Achieving it is 
expensive. Maintaining it demands constant 
vigilance. 

If there is a war in the Persian Gulf, it will 
be the first conflict carried on live television. It 
will truly be a living room war. Those of us at 
home will witness the carnage of war and be 
shocked. And properly so. War is hell. 

But what has happened to Kuwait is also 
shocking and repugnant. Incredible atrocities 
to women and children have been confirmed 
by Amnesty International. What has 
happended in Kuwait must be undone be
cause it violates all norms of moral behavior 
and international law. 

There is another justification for our policy, 
equally important and that is to send a clear 
message about what standards of conduct in 
the post-cold-war world are to be. The inter
national community must not and cannot toler
ate criminal aggression-where the sov
ereignty of a nation is brutally violated with im
punity. 

That is why I will vote for the Michel resolu
tion and support our President. 

For each of us, this is a vote of con
science-a personal statement of principle. 
But when all our votes are cast and the last 
echo of our speeches has faded from this 
chamber, it is imperative that we again unite 
as Americans and support our President and 
the international community and reverse the 
aggression of Iraq and Saddam Hussein. 

We will then send a clear message to ty
rants everywhere that there's a very high price 
to be paid for such international criminality. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. HUB
BARD]. 

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
Members to support the Solarz-Michel 
resolution. 

Today, an editorial in the Gleaner, the daily 
newspaper which serves Henderson, KY, 
lends further support to this plan of action. 

To briefly quote the editorial: 
No cause is more noble than that of peace. 

But in our pursuit of peace in this crisis, we 
cannot ignore the -nature of the beast that 
confronts us. We should not send a signal of 
weakness to a despot positioning himself to 
gain control of much of the world's oil re
serves and the power that comes with it. We 
cannot reward this man's brutal aggression. 

The publisher of the Gleaner is Walt Dear 
and the editor of the Henderson, KY, news
paper is Ron Jenkins. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the views 
expressed by this highly regarded newspaper 
and vote to support the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. 

The editorial is as follows: 
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BUSH SHOULD HAVE POWER TO WAGE WAR 

Even as we strongly support the continued 
pursuit of every reasonable effort for a 
peaceful solution to the gulf crisis, we be
lieve it unwise to strip our president of sup
port he deserves in dealing with Saddam 
Hussein. 

Congress should grant President Bush the 
authority to wage war against Iraq. 

Our nation and the international coalition 
have been confronted by a ruthless, power
hungry dictator of a country whose invasion 
of Kuwait had not relationship to the Pal
estinian problem he so loudly embraces. 

While we remain hopeful that Saddam can 
be convinced to pull his troops from Kuwait 
under terms of the United Nations resolu
tion, there is no indication that he will ac
cept any diplomatic offers that mandate his 
compliance with the U.N. resolution. 

Instead, Saddam defiantly waves his sword 
while obviously relishing the division of the 
American people and their elected represent
atives over this most troubling issue. 

As agonizing as it is for all of us to conjure 
images of our young men and women in 
deadly combat, we as a nation should not 
give the Iraqi leader comfort by undermining 
our president and the international coali
tion. 

No cause is more noble than that of peace. 
But in our pursuit of peace in this crisis, we 
cannot ignore the nature of the beast that 
confronts us. 

We should not send a signal of weakness to 
a despot positioning himself to gain control 
of much of the world's oil reserves and the 
power that comes with it. We cannot reward 
this man's brutal aggression. 

One person's appetite for power has created 
a very complex problem that has stirred le
gitimate debate the world over, including, of 
course, in our own community. With as 
many as 100 Henderson County sons and 
daughters already committed to Operation 
Desert Shield, the gravity of this crisis is 
ever so real to us. It is because of them and 
their comrades that we should exhaust every 
ounce of effort to resolve this crisis without 
war. 

Still, we should not deny our president the 
support he deserves in facing up to this ty
rant and the real threat he poses if he gets 
away with the invasion of Kuwait. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I . yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
very able and distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Armed Services, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
ASPIN]. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, like many 
of my colleagues who have spoken here 
in this well over the last 2 days, I, too, 
believe that the passage of the Solarz
Michel resolution is the last, best hope 
to a peaceful solution to this crisis. 

But I recognize that if we pass this 
resolution and Saddam Hussein contin
ues to stonewall us as his foreign min
ister did this week, then it means war. 

We in the Armed Services Committee 
held hearings on the possibility of war 
and what it would look like. 

Our Members are not unanimous in 
their conclusions-and I respect my 
colleagues and their views. Let me now 
give you my conclusions. 

First, I believe we have a proper and 
limited Objective-to get the Iraqi 

forces out of Kuwait. We do not seek to 
conquer Iraq and create further power 
vaccums in the region. 

Second, we plan to fight the war in 
phases-beginning with air power and 
ending only if necessary with the use of 
ground troops. Those who think air 
power alone will win the war will have 
their chance. We do not want more 
American casualties than is absolutely 
necessary. 

Third, our Arab allies will fight Iraqi 
forces, at least in Kuwait, and we have 
drawn up our battle plans accordingly. 

Fourth, we have worked out an ar
rangement with Israel and our Arab al
lies to prevent any attempt by Saddam 
Hussein to break up the coalition by 
attacking Israel. 

In short, I believe that our forces are 
capable of achieving our goals. Saddam 
Hussein must leave Kuwait. Peacefully 
if possible, by force if necessary. 

But there is also the question of 
when we decide to use that force. Many 
of us, especially among those of us on 
the Democratic side of the aisle, have 
wanted a United States that acted with 
the United Nations in resolving world 
crises. 

We have been acting with the United 
Nations. Most of us praised President 
Bush for working with the United Na
tions last August to set up and then en
force the economic sanctions. 

Most of us thought it proper that be
fore we used force we get a U.N. resolu
tion to authorize it, which we did. 

We now have that resolution and it 
sets January 15 as the date that Sad
dam Hussein must get out of Kuwait. It 
was not just a decision by the United 
States. It was a decision by the Secu
rity Council of the United Nations to 
bring things to a head on January 15. 

What would happen now to the au
thority of the United Nations in the 
post-cold-war era if we backed the ad
ministration down and forced it to 
change time lines? 

In the last analysis, we must mean 
what we say when we deal with the 
Saddam Husseins of the world. 

If the United States is to be credible 
in the post-cold-war world, if the Unit
ed Nations is to be a useful vehicle for 
collective security, then we cannot 
shrink from the use of force. A future 
aggressor can ignore the next U .N. 
deadline if we ignore this one. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MURPHY]. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
sincere opposition to the Presidential 
Solarz-Michel resolution, pointing out 
the inconsistencies of 2 hours ago say
ing it is Congress' authority to declare 
war, and in this resolution now saying 
that we pass the authority to the 
President to declare war some day next 
week on his own. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KILDEE]. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the Solarz-Michel 
resolution of war. 

Mr. Speaker, I had hoped to serve my politi
cal career without ever having to confront the 
awesome and immediate question of war and 
peace such as we face here today. 

I had also hoped that humanity had reached 
the level of development that we could find al
ternative, more rational solutions to such inter
national conflicts. 

Strictly enforced international economic 
sanctions can be that alternative. 

When we talk of a New World order in the 
post-cold-war era, we can find no better exam
ple than the universal revulsion and rejection 
of the brutal Iraqi aggression against its de
fenseless neighbor, Kuwait. 

The quick and decisive action by the United 
Nations has ensured that Saddam Hussein 
has gained nothing from his occupation of Ku
wait. 

On the contrary, each day the international 
economic sanctions are allowed to work weak
ens Iraq-economically, diplomatically, and 
militarily. 

Time is on our side in this conflict. 
And if we continue to enforce the sanctions, 

the whole world will continue to be on our 
side. 

But if we choose war at this time, America 
alone will bear the burden and pay the costs 
of that military action. 

Let us more strictly enforce the international 
sanctions. 

Let us use the multination military force in 
the region to impose an airtight naval, air, and 
land blockade of Iraq. 

Let us use our highly capable electronic i~ 
telligence capabilities and rapid communica
tion facilities to monitor compliance with the 
sanctions. 

Let us punish countries and companies who 
violate the sanctions by denying them access 
to our American market. 

Mr. Speaker, the Members of this body face 
no greater question than whether or not to 
commit American troops to the horrors of com
bat. 

But if we take that momentous decision-let 
it be with a full understanding of the co~ 
sequences. 

Let us not assume it will be used only as a 
negotiating tactic. 

With our votes, we are authorizing the 
President to lead this Nation· into war. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
MOODY]. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
regret that the previous motion did not 
carry, and in strong opposition to the 
Solarz resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI]. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to the Solarz 
amendment. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
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gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COL
LINS]. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to the Solarz amendment. 
Even though it is tactfully worded, it amounts 
to a de facto declaration of war. Its signifi
cance is that it gives President Bush a green 
light to use any kind of military power in the 
gulf that he so chooses. Passage of this reso
lution would mean that, if the President wants 
to initiate a full-scale military offensive, there 
would be absolutely nothing that Congress 
could do to delay or restrain him. If this resolu
tion passes, then henceforth, we are power
less in the question of America's response to 
Iraq's actions in the Gulf. 

The idea of granting the President the au
thority to make war is not automatically un
thinkable. But the problem is that, under the 
present circumstances, at the present time, it 
is wholly premature. 

The United States has long been a pillar of 
justice and reason in the international commu
nity. The initiative for the League of Nations 
and United Nations originated with our Presi
dents. We regularly implore other nations to 
adhere to international law and utilize negotia
tion, arbitration and the international courts for 
peaceful resolutions of disputes. Why, then, 
are we rushing off to war? 

Just as the schoolyard bully usually chooses 
that path due to a shortage of acuities that 
would facilitate reasonableness, the choice for 
war is one that involves a similar nearsighted
ness. Have all our intellectual resources been 
consumed? Have we tried everything imag
inable in order to avert the severest of con
sequences? If war really is to be a last resort, 
have we fully exhausted all alternatives? 

To each of these questions, I answer, "no." 
I firmly believe that we could try harder, try 
again, try a different approach, try with a new 
offer. We could do more, and I have faith that 
the President could still come up with a 
peaceful resolution of this conflict if he fully 
applied himself to that end. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not yet on an irrevers
ible path to war. Yet, I believe that if we vote 
for the Solarz resolution then we very possibly 
may be. I am not ready to accept that. I be
lieve peace is still possible and so, I urge all 
my colleagues to oppose the Solarz resolu
tion. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. CHAPMAN]. 

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Michel resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HERTEL]. 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Speaker, I oppose 
going to war, and I oppose this resolu
tion. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment. We 
must not act on the lowest common de
nominator in terms of the Middle East. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
Michel-Solarz resolution. 

Our actions should be based in this House 
on our very special responsibilities, indeed our 
sacred trust. 

Congress has but one option to state our 
view to have an impact upon the course of our 
national policy whether to wage war, to take 
offensive action or not against Iraq. 

Our decision in the affirmative is not revers
ible, such decision and vote is a one way 
street. Once President Bush has this authority, 
our role to commit U.S. troops or not commit 
troops to war, the decision will be out of Con
gress' hands and the President has been clear 
as to his intention to use such military force. 

We in Congress can take no comfort in the 
reasonableness of Iraq or of Saddam Hussein. 
We should well understand that the near dec
ade long Iraq-Iran conflict resulted in over 1 
million casualties. This Nation, the United 
States of America, should understand better 
than any other the importance of the individual 
life, the special meaning of life, because Iraq's 
Saddam Hussein doesn't. Because Saddam 
Hussein is willing to dump his nation into a 
meat grinder of war, should our policy for of
fensive military action, nearly unilateral U.S. 
troops and dollars, be geared to this common 
denominator, the lowest common denomina
tor? I would plead with my colleagues to rec
ognize the consequence of this conflict. In the 
Middle East we have the greatest concentra
tion of military personnel and weapons 
arrayed since World War II, but armed with 
the expotentially more effective weapons of 
the 1990's. · 

I've repeatedly noted my colleagues inten
tion and remarks geared to backing up our 
troops and military and the implication that the 
only way that we can do so is by voting to go 
to war. 

Well the intention of my colleagues may be 
good but the logic is seriously flawed. 

We in Congress have a responsibility, a sa
cred trust to be certain in placing our military 
service men and women into a war, to be cer
tain as to the vital U.S. interests involved and 
that offensive military action is the last resort. 

Maintaining the economic sanctions, the 
blockade of trade, and the defensive deploy
ment of U.S. military are not actions exclusive 
of the use of military force, they are the appro
priate and proportionate response today to the 
circumstances, not perfect but far preferable 
and much better suited to the needs of the 
Persian Gulf in January 1991. The new world 
order ought to be based upon what has been 
the greatest strength and success of the Unit
ed States for over 200 years, that is our 
democratic values. 

The Iron Curtain and the uncommon events 
in just the past 2 years within the Soviet Union 
were based on the strength of ideas and val
ues not military might. 

It was the scientists, the labor organizations, 
and workers the artists and poets that finally 
prevailed against a nation armed to the teeth 
to suppress its people but those weapons 
were of no use against the human spirit and 
the freedom of people to think. The new world 
order isn't based upon the mistakes of yester
day such as the intemperate decisjon to co~ 
mit U.S. troops. To commit U.S. offensive mili
tary action without the broad support of the 
American people, the vast majority I believe 
have not focused upon the commitment and 

consequence of such action. In fact that mi
nority who do support the President really be
lieve that some how this last threat will avert 
war-the Members of this House should know 
better, but some have wrapped themselves in 
the same thought. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States can do bet
ter, we can lead to a new world order by shar
ing the responsibilities of achieving the result, 
the objectives, with the global coalition sup
porting the U.N. resolutions. They should be 
doing far more than offering their uncertain 
vote to commit the United States to a conflict. 
Their votes in the United Nations would be 
much more meaningful if cast without the 
promises of U.S. assistance and debt relief 
and with a commitment of their troops, their 
sons and daughters and their financial re
sources. 

Today we should take heed of the American 
people's views and our sacred trust and vote 
to continue diplomacy and the economic sanc
tions the blockade and defensive deployment 
of our military forces. We have not exhausted 
such efforts, they have scarcely had the op
portunity to have had their full effect. The ac
tion to commit our Nation to war should be the 
last resort not precipitated by impatience, for a 
conclusion. The coalition of nations and the 
U.N. members would be better off if tempered 
by discipline and sacrifice rather than have 
their anxiety solved by a premature nearly uni
lateral U.S. military solution, the new world 
order begs for a better policy path. 

Today it is Saddam Hussein and Iraq, but 
tomorrow it will be other Third World nations. 
Are we to respond again and again with the 
use of U.S. military force with all the human 
carnage and tragic consequences such en
tails. I would hope not and I fear for the oppor
tunity lost in the Persian Gulf and cost in 
human life both United States and others and 
the hundreds of billions of dollars that will be 

. expended, really dead-end spending today 
and tomorrow with no real solution but a 
throw-back to yesterday and all those conflicts 
and wars framed in the good intentions of 
achieving peace. 

This joint resolution of war is a crucible that 
will not produce a new world order and peace 
will not come from the amalgam of elements 
and policies that are present here today-the 
base metal of premature war can't make the 
gold of peace that has proved so illusive in the 
20th century. We must strive for peace, there 
is no easy path, no comfort, there are risks 
but such pushbutton solutions as the joint res
olution before us if employed by the President 
will do much more harm than good, and there
fore, I shall vote against it and ask my col
leagues careful consideration to vote against 
this measure. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair, under its prerogative, would an
nounce to those Members controlling 
the time of the debate that the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] 
has 231h minutes remaining, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLARZ] 
has 101h minutes remaining, and the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM
FIELD] has 7 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Flordia [Mr. GIBBONS]. 
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Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I said 

the other day in this debate that the 
Congress had declared war in my life
time twice. I correct that statement 
now. The Congress is declaring war for 
the third time in my lifetime. If you 
doubt my word, ask Mr. SOLARZ; if you 
doubt my word, ask Mr. MICHEL. I have 
confirmed it with both of them. This is 
a declaration of war. 

Think about it. I ask you to vote 
against it. I am not saying that I would 
never vote for a declaration of war, or 
a declaration of war in an event similar 
to this. But this is not the time. This 
country is not united in a declaration 
of war. If there is one thing we learned 
out of Vietnam, as the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. PETERSON], who spent 7 
years in a POW camp in Hanoi said, the 
people of the United States must be be
hind our Armed Forces and back them 
up, and our people are not ready for 
that. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we must begin 
to face the future. This is perhaps the 
last act that this Congress will have to 
do with this gulf. 

D 1410 
Except we must raise taxes to pay for 

this. It has already cost us some $30 
billion, and the best revenue estimates 
are that it will cost us around $1 bil
lion a day to conduct this operation. 
Are you ready for that? If you are not 
ready to vote for those kinds of taxes, 
you are not ready to vote for this reso-
1 u tion. 

We are going to need a draft. The re
cruitment for the Army has already 
dropped off significantly. There are not 
enough troops in the Armed Forces to 
rotate those that are in the desert. And 
who of you believes that a ruthless dic
tator like Saddam Hussein, who could 
take a million casual ties before he de
clared an end, will not take a million 
casual ties again before he declares an 
end. 

And who of you can believe that we 
will not be called upon to occupy and 
to police that desert and those coun
tries for the rest of my lifetime and 
perhaps for the rest of all of the life
times of the people that are in this 
Chamber today? If we win, we cannot 
come home. We must stay there, and 
our young people are not fools. They 
will go if drafted. Those who are there 
have signified their willingess to fight, 
but we do not have the manpower pool 
in the Armed Forces now to conduct 
the kind of war that I foresee and the 
kind of peace that faces us. 

This is a terribly serious question. 
None of us know what kind of forces we 
are going to unlease in that part of the 
world. We know that Israel will be at
tacked and we know that if Israel is at
tacked it will respond. 

As I count the votes, I can see that 
my side has lost. We have given up on 
patience and firmness, on an embargo 
that is working and will work, the best 

embargo that mankind has ever cre
ated. I hope that Michel-Solarz resolu
tion will be defeated. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER]. 

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the resolution. First I 
would like to extend my appreciation 
to the majority leader, Mr. GEPHARDT, 
and my distinguished colleague from 
Michigan, of course, Mr. BROOMFIELD, 
my very dear friend, for the high level 
debate that has been achieved in the 
course of this discussion over the last 
several days. It is a credit to both of 
you, to this institution and to the Con
gress as a whole. 

Mr. Speaker, from the very beginning 
I have publicly dissented from the poli
cies our Nation is pursuing in the Per
sian Gulf. Neither the President nor 
the Congress has rethought what form 
our Nation's diplomatic and military 
policy ought to be in, in the postwar 
era. Sadly, we are still behaving as if 
we are the supercop of the world, and 
we are substituting Third World re
gional conflicts for the cold war with 
the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Speaker, wise rulers never coni
mi t their nations to war, and this is a 
war resolution, never commit their na
tions to war unless it is overwhelm
ingly agreed that their nations' vital 
interests have been severely threat
ened. I cannot conclude that there are 
vital American interests at stake in 
the gulf. 

The continuing appropriations to 
maintain our military power, not at 
this moment, but in the months and 
years to come, is going to sap the vital 
economic abilities of this Nation. Our 
vital national interests are no longer 
served by our continuing to be the 
world's policeman. We cannot afford it. 

We are in the Persian Gulf today sim
ply and plainly for one reason-there 
was a gentleman in the Senate who 
said it, he spelled it out, o-i-1, oil. We 
are defending the oil interests of the 
Middle East and other parts of the 
world, and make no mistake about it. 
That does not relate to our own na
tional vital long-term interests. 

We all know that this country could 
be energy independent if we chose to 
be. Just ask the American farmer. 

The preservation of oil supplies for 
our economic competitors, our eco
nomic competitors is not the proper 
use of our military waning power. We 
cannot afford to strengthen our foreign 
rivals at our own economic expense. We 
must not send our sons and daughters 
into war for the preservation of our 
competitors' economies. Indeed, the 
warfare of the 1990's and the next cen
tury will be economic, not military. 
Every dollar we borrow from the Ger
mans and the Japanese, the Middle 
East Arab Nations to finance this war 
and our continuing military buildup 
and national debt steals from our econ-

omy and our Nation's well-being and 
its future. 

If war comes, we will be wasting our 
economic resources and our precious 
young people. We will most assuredly 
be weakening our ability to confront 
the urgent domestic problems facing 
our Nation. 

We are a nation that quickly can de
ploy troops around the world, to the 
other side of the planet, yet we cannot 
afford to fix our roads and bridges? We 
cannot afford to improve our water and 
sewer systems? We cannot afford to re
store our rail and our transportation 
infrastructure? We cannot do edu
cation, we cannot do health, and we 
will not be able to compete in the next 
century. 

This is a de facto war resolution. I 
will not vote to go to war for the oil 
supplies of Europe and Asia. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Michel-Solarz 
resolution authorizing our President, if 
all else fails, to use whatever force is 
necessary to remove Saddam Hussein 
from Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support for this 
critically important resolution, House Joint 
Resolution 62, authorizing the President to 
use force to support the U.N. resolutions and 
I commend my distinguished colleagues on 
the Foreign Affairs Committee, Mr. SOLARZ, 
our Committee's distinguished chairman, Mr. 
FASCELL, our ranking minority member, Mr. 
BROOMFIELD, and our distinguished Republican 
leader, Mr. MICHEL, for their extensive work in 
drafting this timely, bipartisan measure. 

Mr. Speaker, the wanton, brutal violations of 
international law by Iraq must not be allowed 
to stand. The rapes, the pillaging and the de
struction of Kuwait by Iraqi occupation forces 
must be brought to an end. How do we make 
that happen? We bring that about best by fully 
supporting our President's initiatives and the 
12 U.N. Security Council resolutions opposing 
Saddam Hussein's offensive actions in the 
Persian Gulf. 

None of us want war, and particularly those 
of us in this body who have served, in combat. 

Support of this measure can help us to 
avert war. If Saddam Hussein does not be
lieve the Congress is behind our President 
and the multinational effort, and if he is not 
convinced that we are willing, as a last resort, 
after all other diplomatic, political, and eco
nomic means fail, to resort to the use of force, 
then, we will indeed be led into war. 

The issue before us is not the authorization 
of U.S. offensive action. The offensive war 
was started by Saddam Hussein on August 2, 
1990. What we are considering is not just the 
United States-United Nations defense of Ku
wait, by all means, as spelled out in the U.N. 
resolution. What we.are considering is ruthless 
aggression, the rule of law, of order and the 
world's collective security. This is no more of
fensive than our retaking the islands in the Pa
cific during the .second World War, or our in-
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vasion of Normandy, or our actions in Pan
ama, Inchon, or Grenada. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is, in the words 
of Secretary Baker, a last, best chance for 
peace. This resolution does not suggest that 
on January 15, 1991, we will attack Iraq. How
ever, it does send a strong message to Sad
dam Hussein that if he does not leave Kuwait 
he will suffer. It also sends an important mes
sage to our allies throughout the world-to the 
37 nations which are standing by us in this cri
sis, that the Congress is in agreement and 
supports the international community, and that 
we stand solidly with our men and women in 
uniform, who are courageously implementing 
our Nation's foreign policy. Let us stand firm 
sending a clear message that their efforts are 
not for naught. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LEACH]. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to in
sert in the RECORD an analysis of why 
precisely this is not intended either in 
a historical or legal sense as a declara
tion of war. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the more com
plex legal issues to arise in the context 
of this debate is whether-for the pur
poses of constituional law, as well as 
public and private international law-a 
congressional authorization of the use 
of force in an international police ac
tion of the kind contemplated today is 
equivalent to a declaration of war. 

For the record, I would stress as an 
original cosponsor of the resolution be
fore us, that I do not consider this ap
proach to amount to a declaration of 
war in either a historical or legal 
sense, and, for reasons stipulated 
below, would oppose such a declaration 
in today's international context. 

Not merely the theory but the his
tory of international relations since 
the First World War embodies the dis
tinction between just and unjust 
causes of war. The covenant of the 
League of Nations, the United Nations 
Charter, and the charter of the. Mili
tary Tribunal at Nuremberg all reject 
the realpolitik doctrine of staatrason
the tyrannical notion that might 
makes right. 

Instead, modern world politics are 
founded upon a conception of inter
national society analogous to the laws 
and customs on coercion in domestic 
societies, that resort to violence in 
international affairs must be regarded 
either as lawful police action or crime. 
In other words, resort to armed force in 
international society is legitimate 
only if it is used on behalf or in service 
to the fundamental principles and pur
poses undergirding international law. 

Thus the moral philospher Michael 
Walzer observes that, "aggression is 
the name we give to the crime of war." 
Indeed, the founders of the United Na
tions were determined, in the words of 
the charter, "to save succeeding gen
erations from the scourge of 
war * * * and to ensure, by the accept
ance of principles and the institution 

of methods, that armed force shall not 
be used, save in the common interest." 
Similarly, the U .N. General Assembly 
has defined aggression as "a crime 
against the peace, for which there is re
sponsibility under international law." 
Specifically, the signatories to the 
charter undertook in article 2( 4) to "re
frain in their international relations 
from the threat or use of force against 
the territorial integrity or political 
independence of any state." 

In postwar American diplomacy, the 
classic exposition of this principle was 
stated by President Truman in October 
1945, when he declared that the fun
damentals of American foreign policy 
would rest in part on the proposition 
"that the preservation of peace be
tween nations requires a United Na
tions 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 en
forcement through collective security, 
therefore, is embodied in the U.N. 
Charter and is an integral part of inter
national law, as well as-through the 
supremacy clause in article VI of our 
own Constitution as applied to trea
ties-the law of the United States. 

In other words, a congressional dec
laration of war in this circumstance 
would be contrary to the purposes of 
the United Nations. It might also frus
trate our diplomacy by making it ap
pear that it is the United States versus 
Iraq rather than the world community 
versus Saddam. In addition, it might 
needlessly prolong a potentially bloody 
and unpredictable conflict with Iraq, 
because of the legal and political com
plications associated with the problem 
of war termination. Indeed, as Ameri
cans understand, it is in part for such 
reasons that there have been only five 
declarations of war in our history and 
none since 1941. Rather than the dec
laration of war analogy, the apt legal 
comparison in the current cir
cumstance would be closer to Korea 
than to Vietnam or World War II, 
though all historical analogies are to 
some extent imprecise and potentially 
misleading. 

In some ways, the psychological di
mension of a declaration of war is as 
important as the legal. Psycho
logically, a declaration of war implies 
that what is at issue in our confronta
tion with Iraq is traditional war and 
the instincts of patriotic nationalism 
on both sides which springs from such 
a circumstance. But from the Amer
ican perspective what is actually at 
issue with this resolution before us is 
response to international criminality, 
not war, with sufficient grounds for 
cessation of hostilities, if they com
mence, being the removal of Iraqi 
troops from Kuwait and the possible 
holding of Saddam and his henchmen 
accountable before an international 

bar of justice, a Nuremberg-like tribu
nal, if apprehended. 

The articulation of more limited in
tentions is of crucial importance be
cause it makes clear to the Iraqi people 
that America would define victory as 
Iraqi acquiescence to the constraints of 
international law, without either the 
humiliation of surrender or the pros
pect of societal annihilation. Police ac
tions imply force is authorized for lim
ited, not total purposes. 

Operating under Security Council 
resolutions, America therefore has an 
obligation to walk the extraordinarily 
difficult line of applying all force ap
propriate to protect our own forces but 
not so much as to wreak havoc on that 
part of Iraqi society which is unrelated 
to Saddam's aggression or war-making 
capacities. 

While this Member is convinced that 
a congressional declaration of war is 
inappropriate under current cir
cumstances, the constitutional duty of 
Congress is clear. Not only does the 
Constitution vest the power to declare 
war in the Congress, but it further con
templates that a status or condition 
fairly described by armed hostility be
tween the United States and another 
state-whether declared or unde
clared-must be legislatively author
ized. 

The Framers of the Constitution did 
not entrust the war power to Congress 
to protect Congressmen; they did so to 
protect the American public. They be
lieved that the gravest of all govern
mental decisions-the making of war
should not be the responsibility of a 
single individual. It should be taken by 
a democratically elected, geographi
cally and socially balanced legislature 
after careful debate and deliberation. 
It would either be tyrannical or irre
sponsible 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 fun
damental question of constitutional fi
delity. Accordingly, I voted earlier 
today for the Durbin-Bennett resolu
tion, despite my concerns for its legal 
and constitutional imprecision, and 
support the resolution before us giving 
the executive branch explicit approval 
for discretion to implement a spectrum 
of U.N. resolutions. 

While the authorizing resolution be
fore us has the effect of granting the 
Executive discretion to use American 
Armed Forces as constables enforcing 
international law in an international 
police action, it most emphatically is 
not tantamount to a declaration of war 
for the domestic legal purpose of trig
gering statutes which confer special 
powers on the executive branch in the 
event of a declaration of war or the ex
istence of hostilities. 
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Most of the executive powers which 

are conditioned upon a declaration of 
war or a state of war relate to military 
administrative matters, such as term 
of service, leave of absence, pro
motions, retirement, compensation, 
and senior officer appointments. Some, 
however, relate to other important is
sues such as civil liberties, budgetary 
spending limits, commercial trans
actions, and international trade: 

Civil liberties: Under 50 U.S.C. sec
tion 1811, the Attorney General, "for a 
period not to exceed 15 calendar days 
following a declaration of war by Con
gress," may authorize electronic sur
veillance to obtain foreign intelligence 
information without obtaining a court 
order. 

International trade: Under the Trad
ing with the Enemy Act, the President 
may, "[d]uring the time of war," con
trol and prohibit banking, property, 
and other commercial transactions 
with an enemy foreign country and its 
nationals. (50 U.S.C. App. 5(b).) 

Budgetary restraints: The Budget 
Enforcement Act of 1990 provides that 
"upon the enactment of a declaration 
of war," subsequent sequestration re
ports and orders are precluded-2 
U.S.C. section 907a(b). In addition, the 
legislation prohibits parliamentary 
points of order regarding legislation 
that would exceed the level of budget 
authority and outlays set in the most 
recent concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

The bipartisan, bi-institutional ap
proach to upholding international law 
and order implicit in the Solarz-Michel 
resolution does not automatically trig
ger any statutory provisions which are 
based upon the existence of a state of 
war. Nor does congressional authoriza
tion of the United States' use of force 
in an international police action have 
the same effect as a declaration of war 
for purposes of triggering such statu
tory authorities. Unlike a declaration 
of war, which creates the formal legal 
commencement of a state of war, the 
authorization this body contemplates 
today does not affirm that a state of 
war exists. Nor does it assume conflict 
is inevitable. Rather, it merely author
izes the President to use force if nec
essary pursuant to specifically des
ignated Security Council resolutions. 

In conclusion, it may be a paradox 
but I am convinced that the prospect of 
peace in this medieval Middle Eastern 
setting is clearly enhanced by prepara
tion for war and the avoidance of polit
ical equivocation in Washington. It is 
my firmest conviction that the pros
pect of war looms more dangerously if 
Saddam concludes that he has punc
tured American resolve. Accordingly, 
it is my judgment that Congress best 
advances the imperative for peace by 
making Saddam aware that as con
cluded by Congress which is the reflec
tion of the will and judgment of the 
American people a police action war 

with Iraq would be just, although 
undesired. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
COUGHLIN]. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the resolution sup
porting the United Nations, and as re
quested by the President of the United 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the time is now for 
the Congress to stand up and be counted in 
support of the principled stand that the U.N. 
Security Council has taken and the President 
has supported. 

Can it possibly be in our interest to allow 
brutal dictators like Saddam Hussein to march 
into small, innocent neighboring nations? 

Can it possibly be in our interest to allow a 
man who has already killed thousands of his 
own citizens with chemical weapons, who has 
already initiated one war that cost his nation 
some 1 million casualties, who has already 
made clear his desire to possess nuclear 
weapons, who has already iterated a radical, 
pan-Arab philosophy that would establish him 
as the Arab world's leader, who has already 
threatened America's other friends throughout 
the region with weapons of mass destruction, 
which he has certifiably used in the past-can 
it possibly be in our interest to risk giving such 
an individual control of more than half of the 
world's total proven oil reserves? 

If we fail to back up the President and the 
U.N. Security Council's actions now, the coali
tion that stands poised to reverse Iraq's ag
gression will simply disintegrate. Like it or not, 
America is the only nation capable of leading 
this effort, and the failure of U.S. leadership in 
this regard will result in the coalition's failure, 
and I would suggest, a catastrophic change in 
the political order of the Middle East that 
would haunt us for years to come. 

Some say that we should simply wait a bit 
longer to see if sanctions might work. I am 
persuaded that they will not. The Director of 
Central Intelligence has apprised us that the 
sanctions have taken a toll on Iraq, but that in 
his judgment, they will not succeed in remov
ing Iraqi forces from Kuwait. While the Iraqi 
GNP has been reduced by some 50 percent, 
Iraq's per capita income still remains double 
that of our coalition ally, Egypt. Clearly, Sad
dam Hussein-a man who withstood 8 years 
of war with Iran, replete with 1 million casual
ties and missile attacks on Baghdad-surely, 
this man will survive economic sanctions for 
another 6 months. 

Meanwhile, what will occur if we wait an
other 6 months for sanctions to take hold? 
First, it will expose our forces and their equip
ment to some of the harshest conditions on 
Earth, including daytime temperatures of 140 
degrees. This would diminish morale and our 
ability to use force at a later time. It would im
pose an especially undue burden on our Re
servists and Guardsmen in the gulf. 

Second, knowing that an attack is not immi
nent would give Saddam Hussein the ability to 
cut back his own military exercises and would, 
in fact, minimize the toll that sanctions would 

· take on his military. 
Third, waiting would give Saddam the ability 

to improve further the military fortifications on 

his borders, meaning that, when sanctions are 
deemed to have failed, we will face a more 
entrenched foe and will put more American 
lives in jeopardy. 

The same is true of Saddam Hussein's ar
senal of weapons of mass destruction. Does it 
make sense to give him another 6 months, an
other year, to produce more chemical weap
ons, to develop more biological weapons, to 
continue his work to develop nuclear weap
ons, so that he can then confront our forces 
with these additional tools of death? 

No. The time is now to put the Congress on 
record in support of the United Nations and 
the President. The time is now to oppose dic
tators. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of the 
Michel-Solarz resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that Saddam Hus
sein's aggression must be stopped and that is 
why I am supporting the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. As the President has said-it is not the 
United States against Iraq-it is Iraq against 
the world. Indeed, the U.N. Security Council 
voted unanimously in favor of economic sanc
tions, and then after hostages were taken, to 
approve use of force to support those sanc
tions. 

Like all Americans, I want a peaceful resolu
tion of this problem. All involved are hopeful 
that the current military buildup and threat of 
force will encourage Hussein to pull out of Ku
wait without conflict. But in order for this strat
egy to succeed, we must continue the pres
sure on Saddam Hussein to get out of Kuwait. 

Supporting this resolution clearly does not 
preclude negotiation. There is still time to ne
gotiate a peaceful settlement, though such a 
settlement must include a complete withdrawal 
of Iraq from Kuwait. However, a time limit 
must be set or this standoff could go on for 
years, resulting in smaller countries who rely 
on Iraq oil lifting their sanctions, the continued 
plunder and starvation of the Kuwaiti citizens, 
and the escalation of costs. Nobody wants to 
go to war, but the only way to avoid it is to 
support the current aggressive stance which 
has brought results thus far. 

If we fail to authorize use of force, Hussein 
will undoubtedly conclude he was won Kuwait 
forever. CIA Director William Webster has indi
cated that he believes Saddam Hussein is will
ing to endure economic hardship, even a sub
sistence economy, to outlast international ef
forts to make him leave Kuwait. Even if sanc
tions do bite, no one knows how long it will 
take or whether they will ever change 
Saddam's mind about being an aggressor. 
The CIA Director also made it clear that he 
feels Iraq can maintain its military power for 
an extended period even if the sanctions do 
work. 

I do not want a war. None of us does. It is 
imperative, however, that we show Saddam 
Hussein and other potential aggressors that 
we and others in the world will not tolerate 
military solutions to their private problems. 
This resolution, and the U.N. resolution it so 
clearly supports, are necessary steps in con
vincing Saddam of that fact. 
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Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
[Mrs. JOHNSON]. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of the 
Michel-Solarz amendment because, in 
my judgment, it does not require the 
use of force, but offers the best hope for 
a diplomatic solution to the Persian 
Gulf crisis by backing the U.N. resolu
tion and the position of the multi
national coalition. 

Mr. Speaker, the choice presented by the 
resolutions offered today requires the most dif
ficult, wrenching choice of my 8 years in Con
gress. This matter has weighed heavily upon 
me for many months. 

During the holiday season this year, I 
watched families celebrate together and could 
not put aside the enormity of this decision for 
our Nation. I have listened to the concerns of 
the families in my district; I have pondered the 
implications of my vote and the consequences 
of the action we are about to take. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my judgment that the best 
chance for peace and stability not only in the 
Middle East but throughout the world lies in 
casting my vote in support of the world com
munity's position on this crisis, as expressed 
in the U.N. Resolution 678. Of the two meas
ures presented today regarding the use of 
force, only the Michel-Solarz resolution is con
sistent with the U.N. position. 

I believe the United States and the other 
members of the multinational coalition oppos
ing Iraq's utterly unconscionable, brutal ag
gression have exercised restraint. i believe we 
will continue to exercise restraint beyond Jan
uary 15 as long as authentic diplomatic possi
bilities for resolving the crisis exist. Surely, 
though Saddam Hussein has refused our ef
fort to present our position to him, we will not 
undercut genuine diplomatic efforts of the 
United Nations, other Arab States, the Soviet 
Union, or the nations of the European Com
munity as long as they exist. 

But, if we vote today to undercut U.N. Reso
lution 678, how will diplomatic efforts have the 
backing needed to bring about a peaceful res
olution? If we now place new conditions on an 
already clear and firm international position, 
what urgency will there be for Saddam Hus
sein to participate in any substantive effort to 
end the occupation of Kuwait? 

Make no mistake, the U.N. resolution was 
not a vote to start a war on January 15. Nei
ther is our vote today reaffirming that resolu
tion a vote for war. But the United Nation rec
ognized that, for diplomacy to work, the threat 
of force must be credible and the absolute, 
resolute unanimity of world opposition to the 
continued occupation of Kuwait clear. While 
the gentleman from Missouri's resolution is of
fered with the best intentions, it undercuts 
both the credibility of our commitment and the 
unity among nations and so would make 
peace harder to achieve. 

I believe we must stand together with the 
world community, not in support of war, but in 
support of the most effective means of achiev
ing peace-the clearly expressed message to 
Saddam Hussein that he faces grave con
sequences by not complying with the world's 

call for his unconditional withdrawal from Ku
wait. 

Some of my colleagues have said that we 
must rely on waiting for economic sanctions to 
work. However, the embargo has thus far 
been at least 90-percent effective and still 
Saddam has not budged. Our best intelligence 
sources tell us that Iraq can weather the most 
effective embargo for many more months or 
even years, can increase its self-sufficiency 
over time, and will retain a per capita income 
far above that of neighboring nations. Both 
Egypt and Turkey continue to experience huge 
and painful economic disruptions as a result of 
participating in the embargo. The gentleman 
from New York who sponsored this resolution 
has pointed out that, even if sanctions are fully 
successful, Iraq's per capita income will still be 
twice that of Egypt and greater than Turkey's. 

If we were to vote today to simply rely on 
sanctions not backed by the credible option of 
force, Saddam would have the luxury of ignor
ing diplomacy and concertating on fortifying 
both his economic and military strength and 
maximizing the price paid by our allies. Sad
dam can use time as a weapon if the failure 
of diplomacy does not carry with it the risk of 
multinational commitment to other means to 
dislodge him from Kuwait, as the United Na
tions intended. 

And let us put to rest the notion that we 
have acted simply in the interests of cheap oil. 
Not one of us would put our service men and 
women at risk for such a narrow purpose, and 
even those among us who oppose the size of 
our deployment have no basis to attribute 
such a cynical position to the President. It is 
not cheap oil we seek to protect, but the func
tioning of the world's economy which is de
pendent upon the Middle East's oil. Were Sad
dam Hussein willing to control it for his own 
benefit, the economic impact on the world 
would be devastating. The cost of Desert 
Shield is enormous but it is a fraction of the 
worldwide economic disruption that would 
ensue if the Middle East's resources were 
under control of one so arbitrary and ruthless 
as Saddam Hussein. 

As the Washington Post said yesterday, 
does anyone think Saddam would not take 
heart from a vote that denies the President the 
option of using force in conformity with both 
national policy and international mandate? Let 
me emphasize that the Gephardt resolution is 
not in conformity with international mandate 
and so would weaken the U.S. position not 
only with Saddam Hussein but with our allies 
in the world who have aligned with us against 
Saddam. 

Diplomacy must continue because the 
search for a settlement of this crisis must suc
ceed if the interests of the world community 
are to be served. Time is not our ally, unity is. 
If we are truly unified as a Congress and as 
a nation with the world position, we must step 
forward today and affirm it. Thereafter, I would 
hope that other problems be addressed 
through a regional peace conference and 
long-term stability and hope be the true legacy 
of this crisis for the Middle East. I urge my col
leagues to stand together in support of the 
Michel-Solarz resolution. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY]. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Michel amendment. I be
lieve that peace through strength real
ly works and will work in this case for 
peace. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the Michel-Solarz, peace through 
strength resolution. Contrary to the 
contentions of some, this resolution is 
not a declaration of war. This resolu
tion authorizes the use of force against 
Iraq only if and when the President in
forms the leaders of both Houses of 
Congress that sanctions and all other 
diplomatic efforts have proven futile in 
convincing Saddam Hussein to quit Ku
wait. 

As the President has said, Iraq sorely 
miscalculated the response of the world 
community. The unity of the inter
national response has been unprece
dented. The Michel-Solarz resolution 
simply endorses United Nations Reso
lution 678, authorizing the use of force 
against Iraq, should it prove necessary. 
The United Nations took a courageous 
stand. The U.S. Congress should do no 
less. 

I do not want war, and I do not be
lieve that President Bush wants war. 
However, the world community has 
been clear that Saddam Hussein can 
avert armed conflict by leaving Ku
wait. The United Nations has passed 12 
resolutions in this regard, yet he con
tinues his occupation of Kuwait. 

Some have argued that economic 
sanctions will force Saddam to comply 
with U.N. resolutions. Unfortunately, 
sanctions rarely, if ever, work. A full
scale embargo against Nicaragua could 
not change its totalitarian policies 
under Daniel Ortega, and 2 years worth 
of sanctions could not bring Manuel 
Noriega to his knees in Panama. Cer
tainly, Iraq is more economically self
sufficien t than Nicaragua or Panama, 
and Saddam is more brutal and dan
gerous than Ortega or Noriega. 

Others have suggested that the Unit
ed States should not lead the effort 
against Iraq. Japan, Germany, and 
other nations are more reliant on for
eign oil than are we. However, this sug
gestion ignores the fact that military 
units from 28 countries are now di
rectly involved in Operation Desert 
Shield or in the enforcement of sanc
tions. A total of 250,000 coalition troops 
have joined the 360,000 American troops 
in the gulf region. Moreover, about 80 
percent of U.S. expenses through De
cember 31, 19~ver $6 billion-has 
been pledged or collected. 

We have seen time and again during 
this century that appeasement will not 
buy lasting peace. We must not allow 
this body to become the Neville Cham
berlain of the 1990's. And make no mis
take, to give Saddam more months to 
consolidate his plunder of Kuwait with
out the threat of military force would 
be to appease him-but only tempo
rarily. Like all tryants, Saddam Hus
sein's ambitions know only the bound-
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ary of vigorous military resistance. 
The language of force is the only lan
guage this bloodthristy dictator under
stands. 

Teddy Roosevelt said that the United 
States should speak softly and carry a 
big stick. We have a big stick, and Sad
dam still has not heeded our warning. 
He has not, because he does not believe 
that we will use the stick. He is watch
ing today, to see if we will confirm his 
belief. It is time we raised the stick 
over our heads. 
It is time Saddam understands that 

we want peace, but not at any price. It 
we must, we will act to liberate Ku
wait. We will enforce peace through 
strength. 

Over the past 3 days, we have heard 
numerous speakers lament the awful 
precedent which would be set for the 
new world order if we used force to dis
pel Saddam from Kuwait. My friends, 
think of the terrible precedent which is 
set if Saddam's illegal annexation of 
Kuwait is allowed to persist. 

Yes, peace through strength has 
served our Nation well for over 200 
years and it will again. I ask for your 
support for the Michel-Solarz biparti
san resolution. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
RAMSTAD]. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, because 
I truly believe this is the best course 
for a peaceful resolution of the Persian 
Gulf crisis, I rise in strong support of 
the Michel-Solarz resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, today I rise to cast what could 
very well be the most difficult vote I will ever 
face. As one who saw the lives of three 
friends taken by the Vietnam war, I cast this 
vote with a heavy heart. 

I have agonized long and hard over the best 
course of ac!ion to preserve peace in the Mid
dle East while getting Saddam Hussein to 
withdraw from Kuwait. 

There is a consensus in this country that 
Iraq's naked aggression must not be re
warded. If left unchecked, Saddam Hussein's 
quest for power and heinous atrocities will 
only turn to other targets. 

The real debate is over how to best check 
this imperial dictator's aggression. In an area 
as strategically and economically vital to the 
United States as the Middle East, our choice 
is either to thwart that aggression now, or be 
forced to face it later. 

Since the Iraqi invasion, I have strongly sup
ported economic sanctions and diplomatic ef
forts to bring this crisis to a peaceful resolu
tion. I have not supported the use of military 
force because I believe that these sanctions 
alone would work. 

At this point, however, I believe our last best 
chance for peace is for Saddam Hussein to 
fully appreciate that the President of the Unit
ed States has the full support of Congress to 
use military force to remove Iraq from Kuwait 
should diplomacy fail. 

After much thought and careful deliberation, 
I am convinced that a credible threat of force 
is essential to a peaceful resolution of the Per-

sian Gulf crisis and a compete withdrawal of 
Iraq from Kuwait. 

I have reached this conclusion following 
several briefings with the President, Secretary 
of Defense, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, and a careful review of the testimony of 
the CIA Director. It is clear that neither diplo
macy nor sanctions has a chance if the credi
ble threat of military force is removed. 

Accordingly, I have decided to support the 
bipartisan Michel-Solarz-Broomfield joint reso
lution which affirms Congress' support for the 
President and U.N. Resolution 678. 

Unfortunately, we don't have unlimited time 
to rely exclusively on sanctions. Prolonging 
this crisis only works to the advantage of Sad
dam Hussein according to our intelligence, 
military, and diplomatic sources. 

First, there are credible reports that Iraq 
could possibly have nuclear weapons in a 
matter of months. If we don't stop Hussein 
now, we will have to confront him later when 
the cost in American lives could be infinitely 
greater. 

I cannot in good conscience vote to set the 
stage for our troops to become embroiled in a 
nuclear conflict when addressing this issue 
now could avoid it. We must not subject our 
Nation and the rest of the world to nuclear 
blackmail by Saddam Hussein. 

Second, military sources tell us that delay 
will only allow Saddam Hussein to further de
velop his .military capacity. This would also 
add to the potential loss of life should we have 
to take military action later. 

And finally, diplomatic sources tell us that 
the unprecedented international coalition of 
support behind our policy will begin to erode 
if other nations begin to doubt the resolve of 
the United States to see this crisis through. 

Like all Americans, I do not want America to 
go to war. But as ironic as it may seem, if we 
wish to vote today for peace, we must vote to 
threaten war. 

If Congress were to vote down the Michel
Solarz-Broomfield joint resolution, it would 
send a message to Saddam Hussein that he 
faces no serious consequences if he ignores 
the January 15 deadline set by the United Na
tions. With that assurance, he clearly would 
not have any incentive to negotiate, much less 
withdraw peacefully from Kuwait. 

My vote today is not a vote for war in the 
gulf. Rather, as the resolution itself mandates, 
the President will not be authorized by Con
gress to use offensive military force until "the 
United States has used all appropiate diplo
matic and other peaceful means to obtain 
compliance by Iraq with the United Nations 
Security Council resolutions * * *." 

I hope and pray there is no war. I firmly be
lieve that a strong affirmative vote by Con
gress in support of the President will substan
tially improve the changes of achieving peace. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. NussLE]. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the bipartisan 
Michel-Solarz resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of the 
bipartisan Solarz-Michel resolution. It is vital to 
the security of our troops in the Gulf and our 
Nation that the United States sends a clear 
message to Saddam Hussein-that we will not 

ignore his acts of aggression against Kuwait. 
If sanctions and other diplomatic efforts are to 
have a chance of working, Saddam Hussein 
must know that we have not closed any doors. 

More importantly, Mr. Speaker, I believe that 
the most important goal of this special session 
of Congress is to ensure peace in the world. 
Our Nation must stand together with one clear 
and firm voice if we are to resolve this situa
tion in a peaceful manner, and the Solarz
Michel resolution is our last best chance to 
achieve this goal. 

0 1420 

Mr. BROOMFIELD . . Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. SPENCE]. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, a wise soul once said some
thing to the effect that those who forget history 
are doomed to repeat it. This remark weighs 
heavily on my mind as we consider the 
situtation before us. It prompts me to think of 
Neville Chamberlain who, so anxious for 
peace, came back from Munich where he had 
agreed to give in to Hitler's demands for a part 
of Czechoslovakia. Hitler had promised him 
that he wanted only this small part and noth
ing more. At the time, Chamberlain returned to 
wildly cheering crowds on the streets of Lon
don and in his own Parliament building, such 
as had never been heard there in some time. 
He had bought peace at the price of appease
ment. His umbrella became the symbol of ap
peasement. A sadly, prophetic Winston 
Churchill remarked, "You were given the 
choice between war and dishonor. You chose 
dishonor and you will have war." That's his~ 
tory; and let not our action today be our um
brella of appeasement. 

As we all know, Chamberlain's efforts for 
"peace in our time" and his policy of negotia
tion with authoritarian states, rather than a 
concerted show of strength, led the peaceful 
world into the greatest conflagration yet 
known. Chamberlain later came to realize that 
the aggressor could not be appeased. His bi
ography attests to his conversion but it was 
too late. Appeasement only whetted the appe
tite for more, more, more. 

Reflecting upon this lesson in history, how 
long are we willing to wait for it to catch up 
with us again. Granted, there are slight dif
ferences between 1939 and the current crisis, 
but should Hussein be successful in his land 
grab, he, too, will only want more. His position 
will have been strengthened and he will be 
confident, that having stolen Kuwait, he will be 
able to take more. The West, as with Hitler 50 
years ago, will not have had the resolve to 
stand firm against aggression, thereby having 
missed the opportunity to save the very lives 
that they were trying to save. 

The world cannot again make the same 
mistakes that it made a half century ago. It 
must stand firm now against another tyrant in 
order to preserve the peace that it so des
perately values. 

Mr. Speaker, we must pass the Solarz
Michel resolution. 
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Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HOBSON]. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Solarz-Michel bipartisan 
resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a unique time in world 
history. For the last 5 months, we have seen 
the world stand together and condemn the ag
gression of Saddam Hussein and the Iraqi 
Government. Never before has the world been 
so united against such a brutal transgression 
of the rights of a sovereign nation. 

The resolutions before us today raise the 
question of whether Congress should grant 
the President the authority to use force if Sad
dam Hussein's forces do not leave Kuwait be
fore January 15. I believe that in the effort for 
world peace this Congress must stand with 
the President and the world and support the 
U.N. Security Council resolution. 

In light of Secretary Baker's disappointing 
meeting with Iraqi Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz 
in Geneva this week, when Iraq refused to 
participate in any negotiations for an uncondi
tional and nonmilitary resolution to this situa
tion, it is more important than ever that the 
United States present a united front with the 
rest of the world. I believe the Solarz-Michel 
resolution is the best approach for a peaceful 
solution. A vote against this resolution would 
most certainly be interpreted by Saddam Hus
sein as evidence of division and paralysis in 
the world coalition. 

By demonstrating our confidence in the U.N. 
policies, we will grant the President the trump 
card he needs to bring about peace. We can 
only negotiate peace from strength. Saddam 
Hussein is a dictator and, therefore, only un
derstands power. He must know we are seri
ous and will take every step necessary to stop 
the destruction of an independent country and 
the murder of an innocent people. 

This Congress must send Saddam Hussein 
a clear message that this country will not toler
ate naked aggression. We cannot permit Sad
dam Hussein to benefit from his brutalities
because if he does, he will surely strike again. 

Clearly, none of us wants to go to war. We 
all pray that this situation is resolved peace
fully. However, this vote today is not one to 
declare war, but to decide which is the best 
path toward peace. I believe this bipartisan 
resolution will give the President the power he 
needs to force Iraq out of Kuwait and is the 
best course to prevent bloodshed of our young 
men and women stationed in the Persian Gulf. 

For these reasons, I support the Michel-So
larz resolution. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
lNHOFE]. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, because I 
believe it is the only opportunity we 
have for peace, I rise in strong support 
of the Solarz-Michel resolution. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the distinguished gentleman from Col
orado [Mr. SCHAEFER]. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, this debate and the following 
votes will undoubtedly be the most important 
of this Congress. Despite the gravity of the 
issue, the right course of action is clear. The 
only reasonable decision Congress can make 
is to support the President, and endorse the 
Michel-Solarz resolution. I do not make this 
decision lightly with a nephew on the front 
lines and another ready to go. The best 
chance for peace, in this the 11th hour, is to 
make credible to Hussein the threat that he 
faces the destruction of his army, as well as 
his government, if he fails to withdraw from 
Kuwait. 

Congress has demanded a say in our policy 
toward Iraq. Now we are making that decision 
with the whole world looking on. Do we stand 
with the President and the world community, 
or do we falter, and allow Saddam Hussein to 
tighten his grip on Kuwait? There are those 
who want to give sanctions more time. When 
this crisis started, we were told that sanctions 
would yield results in 6 months. 

Now we are told it will take more months or 
a year, or 2, while he continues to sneer at 
the nearly unanimous condemnation of his ac
tions and eventually lead to a draft of our 
young men and women. Our own CIA Director 
informed us that the sanctions have been inef
fective. I find it hard to believe that Hussein 
will succumb to economic pressure when he 
now ignores the threat from the nearly half a 
million troops massed against him on his bor
der. 

Our troops have sat in the desert for 5 
months. How much longer should we keep 
them there? We all know of the hardships they 
face, as well as the special problems for those 
serving in the National Guard and Reserves. 
We have given Iraq every opportunity to re
consider its invasion. President Bush invited 
the Iraqi Foreign Minister to meet with him, 
and offered to send Secretary of State Baker 
to talk with Hussein, but these moves were 
rebuffed. Only recently did Iraq agree to the 
meeting between their Foreign Minister and 
Secretary Baker, but Iraq refused to even con
sider the demands of an outraged world. It is 
now time to give our President the authority to 
act decisively. 

We must recognize that the Middle East is 
vital to America's interests, and that Hussein's 
brutal actions pose a direct threat to them. We 
must also understand that America must pro
tect these interests, even with force. As a 
former marine, I know what this could entail, 
and do not take this position lightly. However, 
we cannot allow international lawlessness to 
go unpunished, let alone rewarded. With 
adoption of the Michel-Solarz resolution, the 
decision between war or peace will solely be 
that of Iraq. 

It is time to act as one, and provide a united 
front to Hussein. 'I urge my colleagues to join 
our military, the American people, and world 
opinion in supporting the President. Thank 
you. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the distinguished gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. BILIRAKIS]. 
. Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, be

cause I, too, honestly feel that it is the 
best chance for peace, I will support 

the Solarz-Broomfield-Michel biparti
san resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in firm support of 
the only resolution before us today that holds 
any chance of a peaceful solution--the 
Michel-Solarz resolution. 

I would like nothing more than to put my 
faith in continued economic sanctions in the 
hope that they alone could force Saddam Hus
sein to withdraw his troops from Kuwait. How
ever, the recent events in Geneva and the 
rhetoric from Baghdad have convinced me 
that this course cannot succeed. 

I believe that Saddam still doubts the will of 
the international force on his borders to use 
armed force if necessary to liberate Kuwait, 
largely because he doubts the will of those of 
us in this Chamber to authorize the President 
of the United States to employ United States 
troops. 

It is my deepest hope that passing the 
Michel-Solarz resolution today and giving the 
President that authority, will finally convince 
Saddam that we are, in fact, serious, that we 
are willing to stand up for the inviolability of 
recognized borders and the preservation of 
true, lasting peace. 

I believe that Saddam understands only the 
language of power and strength; that he has 
no intention of giving up anything unless he is 
forced to do so and that diplomacy and sanc
tions mean nothing to this terror-monger and 
brutalizer of his own people, let alone those of 
other nations. 

This authority, that contained in the Michel
Solarz resolution, speaks the language that 
Saddam understands. Furthermore, each day 
that we wait without sending this message to 
Saddam consigns the people of Kuwait to a 
living hell of near unimaginable proportions. 

In a report of Iraqi human rights violations in 
Kuwait released by Amnesty International last 
month account after account of beatings, tor
ture, and rapes are documented by eye
witnesses. The longer we wait, the less of Ku
wait there will be to retrieve and rebuild. No, 
we must force Saddam to withdraw now. 

Furthermore, it is important to recognize that 
this is not the last Congress will hear on this 
matter. Indeed, the Michel-Solarz resolution 
requires that before exercising the authority 
granted to him by the resolution, he shall pro
vide the Speaker of the House and President 
pro tempore of the Senate a specific deter
mination that all appropriate diplomatic and 
other peaceful means to obtain compliance by 
Iraq with the U.N. Security Council resolutions 
and that those means have not been and 
would not subsequently been successful. 

The resolution further stipulates that the 
President shall submit to Congress a summary 
of his efforts in this regard every 60 days. 

Mr. Speaker, it is only fair to point out that 
the President is not rushing to war. After all, 
he has tried again and again and again to 
meet with Saddam to try to come to a peace
ful resolution and he has been ignored. Also, 
as we all know, the Iraqi Foreign Minister re
fused even to accept President Bush's letter in 
a last minute attempt for a peaceful solution. 

The President will do all that he can to 
achieve our goals peacefully; that is plain. It is 
not our President who is rushing to war, but 
Saddam Hussein. 



1108 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE January 12, 1991 
Finally, I would like to quote to you from a 

letter that I received yesterday. It was from 
Bob Radcliff, a good friend of mine who lives 
in Tampa, FL In that letter, my friend included 
the words of his son, Roger, an Air Force 
colonel who files A-1 O ground attack planes 
and is currently in Saudi Arabia with Operation 
Desert Shield. His son wrote the following to 
him: 

The machine that has been assembled here 
since August is unbelievable. No other na
tion in history could have pulled this off. 
You can't begin to appreciate the size of this 
effort unless you're here. Having said that, it 
will be one hell of a mess if this is allowed to 
drag on. We are not geared to sustain this ef
fort over the long term. Even a draft won't 
get the people with the right training fast 
enough. 

In the meantime, urge our Congress to sup
port the President. Let's get this over with 
when the time is right. 

Mr. Speaker, for the sake of the Nation, for 
the sake of world peace, I urge my colleagues 
to support the Michel-Solarz resolution. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
RITTER]. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Solarz-Michel 
resolution as the last best hope for 
peace and a strong, strong message 
that Perez de Cuellar can bring to 
Baghdad in the days ahead. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DOOLITTLE]. . 

Mr. DOOLITILE. Mr. Speaker, I strongly 
support the President's policy in the Middle 
East and fully intend to vote in favor of a reso
lution authorizing the President to use military 
force against Iraq. 

After careful consideration and based upon 
the opinions of knowledgeable foreign affairs 
specialists, I am persuaded that this resolution 
offers the best hope of averting armed conflict 
with the country of Iraq. I do not desire war 
and seek to avoid it. My vote is a vote for 
peace. 

I have spoken personally with the President 
and have been briefed by his most senior ad
visors. Only by presenting a strong, unified 
front between the executive and legislative 
branches of our Government can we hope to 
avoid war. Congressional equivocation on this 
matter will induce Hussein to believe that 
President Bush is bluffing. He may then call 
the bluff, which would trigger the war. 

The United States and the international 
community have responded to Iraq's aggres
sion because of an alarming combination of 
dangers. First, there is the threat of terrorism 
against our own citizens. Because Hussein 
has threatened to retaliate against innocent 
Americans if there is U.S. military action in the 
Middle East, the State Department has issued 
a strong warning against American travel 
abroad, broader geographically than any warn
ing since World War II. 

Second, there is the chilling prospect of 
Saddam Hussein's domination of world oil 
supplies. If we do not repel him, he will gain 
control over almost half the world's oil. Re
gardless of price, we cannot risk such domi-

nance by a regime which flagrantly ignores 
international rules of peaceful coexistence. 

Third, there is the undeniable threat of 
greater Iraqi aggression, particularly against 
Israel. When asked if Iraq would attack Israel 
should Iraq be attacked by any nation, Iraq's 
Foreign Minister replied, "Absolutely, yes." 
Surely we cannot ignore such an explicit state
ment against such a good ally of the United 
States. 

Hussein has made it clear that he is pre
pared to take great risks. It is now up to us in 
Congress to convince him that he has miscal
culated and that this risk is too great for him 
to proceed with his plan to stay in Kuwait. By 
taking strong legislative action now, we may 
be able to avert strong military action later in 
the Middle east. Let's hope that congressional 
passage of this resolution causes Hussein to 
rethink his position. 

In the meantime, my prayers are with the 
. President and for our Armed Forces stationed 
in Saudi Arabia. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. LA
GOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of the bipartisan 
Solarz-Michel resolution. I think it is 
the last best home for peace. 

Mr. Speaker, recent reports reveal that Iraq 
may have intended to invade Saudi Arabia 
and capture that oil-rich nation after its cruel 
seizure of Kuwait. We already know that he 
clearly intended to attack the United Arab 
Emirates. All of Iraq's threat against Kuwait in
cluded the U.A.E. 

Yesterday's Financial Times newspaper re
ported that the Iraqi Government bought sat
ellite photography of both Kuwait and Saudi 
Arabia just 3 months before Iraq's brutal inva
sion of Kuwait. 

This new information seems to confirm ear
lier reports that Iraqi military units had crossed 
the Saudi Arabian border on three occasions 
after having seized Kuwait. 

And, this new information shows that Iraq 
planned the invasion of Kuwait, and probably 
Saudi Arabia, well in advance of the August 
military operation, long before he promised 
King Fahd of Saudi Arabia, President Mubarak 
of Egypt, and others that he would not invade 
Kuwait. 

The detailed photography provided Iraq with 
sensitive information about roads, infrastruc
ture, and other facilities in Kuwait and Saudi 
Arabia. 

It is likely that the Iraqi military strategists 
found the sensitive photos invaluable for as
sessing potential targets in both nations when 
they planned and carried out their invasion of 
Kuwait. 

The Iraqi purchase of satellite imagery was 
made from Spot-Image, a privately owned 
French company with ties to the French Gov
ernment. 

Despite Saddam Hussein's claim that he in
vaded Kuwait because of historic claims to 
that country and a disagreement with Kuwait 
over oil production levels, the truth is that the 
Iraqi dictator probably intended to capture 
Saudi Arabia as well and thereby control 65 
percent of the world's oil production capacity. 

It is clear also that his claim that he did all of 
it for Palestine is a bold-faced lie. 

In light of this new information, it is clear 
that Saddam Hussein's decision to invade Ku
wait was premeditated and may have included 
the intention to seize Saudi Arabia. 

We now have additional justification for sup
porting the President's decision to stand firm 
against Iraqi aggression and defend Saudi 
Arabia. 

Maki!lg satellite photography available to a 
dictator is unwise and may have contributed to 
the speed of Iraq's seizure of Kuwait. We 
should work with the French Government in 
an effort to better control such sensitive pho
tography and further restrict the export of sen
sitive technology both by this country and our 
allies. 

[From the Financial Times, Jan. 11, 1991) 
IRAQ BOUGHT SATELLITE PICTURES OF KUWAIT 

(By Lionel Barber) 
Iraq bought high-definition satellite photo

graphs of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia from a 
French company specializing in photo-recon
naissance three months before the August 2 
invasion. 

The pictures contained sensitive informa
tion about roads, infrastructure and other 
installations helpful to a potential aggres
sor. Despite this, Spot-Image, a Toulouse
based business with close links to the French 
government and the US department of 
defence, went ahead with the sale. 

The last batch of photographs was deliv
ered to Baghdad on May 2 last year, and 
formed part of a contract signed in 1988 to 
provide satellite data. 

Mr. Gerard Brachet, Spot-Image's chair
man, who was in Washington this week, de
fended the deal with Baghdad in an interview 
with the Financial Times: "Iraq was not an 
unusual customer or one which commanded 
special attention." 

Spot-Image is the privately owned sales 
company for the French government's heav
ily subsidized satellite programme. It is sup
plying the Pentagon and other clients in the 
multinational coalition with photographs of 
the Gulf region. 

Out of a total 20 pictures delivered by 
Spot, "five, three or seven" were deemed 
sensitive by the company. 

These overlapping photographs of the tar
geted areas in the region, taken from two 
different perspectives, allowed the Iraqis to 
look at territory and installations to map a 
route for an invasion and identify potential 
points of resistance from Kuwaiti defences. 

Satellite experts in Washington say that 
civil customers interested in exploring land 
for urban planning only require pictures 
from one angle. Military clients want pic
tures from two or three perspectives to gain 
an impression of the height of structures and 
the physical dimensions of potential targets. 

This tends to confound Iraq's claim at the 
time of the invasion that its move was 
unpremeditated and was instead provoked by 
Kuwaiti intransigence on issues such as oil 
production levels and outstanding loans to 
Baghdad. 

Spot was sufficiently alarmed by the Iraqi 
request for data on Kuwait and Saudi Arabia 
that it subsequently halted future deliveries 
to its customer in Baghdad, the National Re
mote Sensing Centre, a front organisation 
for the Iraqi government. Asked if he had 
passed on details of the Iraqi request to 
French or US authorities, both of whom 
would have viewed it as potentially critical 
intelligence, Mr. Brachet said: "I doubt that; 
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I am not aware of anything we did, but I am 
not saying anything against information you 
have." 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
PURSELL]. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Solarz-Michel resolution 
and congratulate its leadership as a 
united front with the President and the 
United Nations. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the biparti
san Solarz-Michel resolution in an effort to 
strengthen our 11th-hour peace efforts in the 
Persian Gulf. The President, Congress, and 
the United Nations, solidly united at this mo
ment in history, puts us on the best path for 
peace. As we approach the U.N. deadline for 
Iraq's withdrawal from Kuwait, it is important 
that the international community remain united 
in its support for the U.N. sanctions and the 
Security Council resolutions. 

Solarz-Michel is the best means for keeping 
pressure on Saddam Hussein and, without 
that pressure, the chances of a peaceful with
drawal are unlikely. Support for President 
Bush's unprecedented accomplishment in put
ting together an international coalition calling 
for a peaceful solution, as well as support for 
the U.N. process and U.N. efforts, is critical at 
this late date. This resolution sends a mes
sage to Hussein that this weekend's meeting 
with the U.N. Secretary General may be his 
best chance for peace. It also strengthens any 
other international efforts toward a negotiated 
settlement-which remains our first priority. 

Hussein's decision to act with force and dis
member a sovereign Arab State comes at a 
critical time in world history, a time when post
cold-war relationships and alliances are being 
defined. During this crisis, the international 
community must stand united against acts of 
aggression like that carried out by Iraq. 

Last Sunday I met with the families of Jack
son's 1461st National Guard unit, now serving 
in Saudi Arabia. They know firsthand of the 
sacrifices being made. I remain deeply con
cerned about our brave men and women in 
uniform, as well as their families. 

No one wants this crisis resolved through 
military conflict. Diplomacy is the preferred op
tion. Unfortunately, Saddam Hussein will not 
respect diplomacy unless it is backed by our 
forceful resolve. 

My prayer, like so many others, continues to 
be that our resolve will not be tested. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
BENTLEY]. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion on the basis that this is our best 
way to proceed right now, and it is 
with a heavy heart that I do it right 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, today I speak with a heavy 
heart after listening for many hours these past 
few days to my colleagues who have spoken 
so intensely and sincerely on the crisis that 
has unfolded over the past 5 months. After 
hearing all sides of the debate, I am firmly 
convinced that each and every Member of this 
body has spoken from his or her heart. During 

this period, I've been talking nonstop with my 
constituents, each one of which has a valu
able pearl of wisdom to offer. 

One constituent of mine who is opposed to 
military action is a World War II veteran who 
lost a brother in that war and whose son 
served honorably in Vietnam. There was an
other who voiced her support for using any 
and all available means of neutralize Saddam 
Hussein's war fighting capability. Others have 
expressed concern about the notion of extend
ing sanctions indefinitely and what that would 
mean for our troops in the desert. Perhaps the 
most persuasive call that I received, however, 
was from a member of the National Guard as
sociated with the 290th Military Police Unit, 
from my district-poised only a few miles from 
the Iraqi border. The message that he deliv
ered from his colleagues in the gulf was that 
they wanted the Congress to support the 
President. 

As such, Mr. Speaker, I plan to support the 
bipartisan joint resolution that is being offered 
today because in this hour, I believe it impera
tive that the Congress of the United States 
send our troops and Saddam Hussein a uni
fied message of resolve and support. 

I wish that Congress had engaged in a de
bate over this serious issue many months 
ago-but it never happened. We are now at a 
crossroads. This is not the time for Congress 
to speculate about armored tactics. Nor should 
this body offer pronouncements about who 
should or should not have blinked. With only 
3 days to the deadline, this is not the appro
priate time to be second guessing the Presi
dent. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. I want to commend in particular 
the Speaker and the majority leader 
for their commitment that today we 
leave this Chamber united. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
PAXON]. 

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Solarz-Michel 
resolution. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to war and 
in strong support of President Bush 
and the bipartisan compromise to en
sure that we do not have to go to war. 

Mr. Speaker, the decision to commit Amer
ica to war is one of the most difficult and pain
ful votes that Congress will ever take. How
ever, for a host of reasons, President Bush's 
policy in the gulf must be supported. This is 
not simply a question of protecting the world's 
oil supplies. Indeed, if it were, I could not sup
port the President's position. It is also not just 
a question of defending an ally or stopping 
world aggression. 

Instead, it is a combination of all of the 
above and more. One analyst has pointed out 

that "This is not just someone who wants a 
leading role in the Middle East, but someone 
trying to establish dominance of the Arab 
world." Today, Saddam Hussein is a threat to 
Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Israel, and all of the 
other countries in the region. If left unchecked, 
Saddam will pose a threat to the entire world 
because of his chemical and nuclear weapons 
coupled with missiles to deliver them around 
the globe. He is also responsible for some of 
the most heinous human rights violations ever. 

Some have argued that sanctions will do the 
job. It is still possible that they may damage 
Iraq's economy. However, Iraq was able to 
suffer through 8 years of war with Iran and en
dure the chronic shortages and sacrifices that 
the effort entailed. We are fooling ourselves if 
we believe that 6 months or a year of sanc
tions alone would compel Saddam to give up 
his newly won prize. 

In addition, news reports have suggested 
that Iraq is already circumventing the embar
go. German companies have shipped chemi
cals and oil supplies through third countries. 
India has provided food aid to Iraq. And just 
Monday, a Soviet freighter loaded with military 
supplies was intercepted in the gulf. 

The Associated Press reported this week 
that 1,000 Soviet advisers had decided to stay 
in Iraq because the economic conditions were 
so much better than in the U.S.S.R. What 
does this say for the effectiveness of the sanc
tions so far? 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that war is in
evitable. There is still time for Saddam Hus
sein to see the light. Like many of my col
leagues, I held out hope that international 
sanctions against Iraq would succeed in forc
ing Saddam Hussein's military out of Kuwait. 
But I am no longer convinced that sanctions 
can work by themselves. 

Given the outcome of Wednesday's meeting 
between Secretary Baker and the Iraqi foreign 
minister, it appears that the only way Saddam 
Hussein is going to leave Kuwait without going 
to war is if he is convinced that the United 
States and our coalition partners will use over
whelming force to achieve our objective. He 
must be convinced of our resolve. It does not 
mean that war is the only solution. It does not 
mean we are abandoning sanctions. Rather, 
we are giving the President the added lever
age to achieve a diplomatic solution and reign 
in the maniacal ambitions of Saddam Hussein. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup
port this bipartisan package which provides us 
with the best hope for peacefully removing 
Saddam Hussein from Kuwait. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, it has 
often been said over the past few days that 
the votes we cast today will be the most sig
nificant any of us will have to make. There is 
no question that we have an awesome re
sponsibility and one that strikes home for me. 
My grandson, Drew Miller, has been deployed 
to the Persian Gulf since August aboard the 
Navy hospital ship, U.S.S. Comfort. Having a 
family member in the gulf gives this decision 
a personal dimension that weighs heavily; at 
the same time, I know all of us here today 
value the lives of each and every one of those 
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men and women who have volunteered to spreads and the entire world is threat
serve in our Armed Forces. ened by Iraq's nuclear and chemical 

I will be voting for the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion, and I do so because I believe it is the 
only way we can uphold our Nation's interests 
and achieve our objectives without going to 
war. Demonstrating that the Nation is united 
with the President in his determination that 
Iraq's aggression must be reversed, that the 
legislative branch will back the President in 
threatening the use of force, offers the best 
hope of convincing Saddam Hussein that he 
must withdraw from Kuwait. I do not believe 
my grandson, nor any of the other service 
men and women who have been sent to the 
gulf, would want to come home without ac
complishing what they had been sent to do. 
We must give the President the authority he 
needs to implement the U.N. Security Council 
resolutions. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ED
WARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, this is possibly the most im
portant moment of any of our careers 
in the Congress-it is a solemn, serious 
moment-these are perhaps the most 
important votes any of us will ever 
cast. What we do here today may well 
determine the prospects for war or 
peace now and for years to come. None 
of us wants war. It is not only the op
ponents of the bipartisan resolution 
who shudder at the image of young 
Americans losing their lives in the 
desert. 

But the issue is not just what hap
pens if we pass this resolution-the 
issue is also what happens if we do not 
pass it. 

Saddam Hussein believes the Con
gress of the United States lacks the 
will to stop his aggression: This is our 
last hope to convince him that his only 
chance for survival is to pull his invad
:1.ng army out of Kuwait. Sanctions will 
not force him to pull out. The lack of 
fresh vegetables in the markets will 
not sway a dictator who has used 
chemical and biological weapons 
against his own people and who was 
willing to endure hundreds of thou
sands of casual ties in the war with 
Iran. This-this show of resolve to 
stand against aggression-is our last 
chance to keep the peace. 

We had the same opportunity when 
the Germans marched into Czecho
slovakia and the world did nothing. 
Our wishful think1ng led to an esca
lation of aggression and miscalculation 
which resulted in 12 million deaths. 

My friends, you are distancing your
selves from the reality of what is hap
pening in Kuwait-the torture too hid
eous to describe, the murders of par
ents in front of their children. We need 
~o end the tyranny of this Iraqi dic
tator. 

Let us not be the Neville Chamber
lains of our day. Let us show that we 
have learned the lessons of history. Let 
us stop this cancer now before it 

weapons. 
Let us in this Congress not show ti

midity and indecision while half a mil
lion brave young men and women in 
the Arabian desert show the courage 
and the will to stop aggression and to 
build a future in which dictators will 
know that free nations will not toler
ate aggression and murder and rape 
and torture. Today we shape the fu
ture. Let us have the courage to do it 
wisely. We must vote for this resolu
tion. Let us do so today and send a 
clear message to the world. 

What message will we send? Oppo
nents of this resolution refer to our 
troops as kids. Well, they certainly are 
young, as were the young soldiers who 
fought against Hitler. They are not 
kids. They are dedicated, committed 
young Americans who understand-and 
who have told many of us, in words far 
more eloquent than those spoken on 
this floor today-that Saddam Hussein 
cannot, must not, be allowed to get 
away with this aggression, and who 
fear for a world in which such aggres
sion goes unanswered. They know far 
more of them will be at risk tomorrow 
if we do not act today. Today, let us 
live up to the trust they have put in us 
to share the ideals and the courage 
they exemplify so well. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
PENNY]. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the Michel-Solarz sub
stitute. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the resolution under con
sideration for many reasons, and par
ticularly those stated so eloquently 
and analytically by my good friend, the 
gentleman form Florida [Mr. GIBBONS]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Washington [Mrs. 
UNSOELD]. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the Solarz-Michel res
olution. 

Mr. Speaker, I am saddened and dis
appointed that we voted down the Hamilton
Gephardt resolution; we did not have the will 
to stay the course. We did not have the pa
tience to put the screws on Iraq steadily, reso
lutely, and with strength. We did not have pa
tience to exhaust all other options to achieve 
our goals before selecting the ultimate option: 
war. We were afraid that the morale of our 
men and women would be eroded, so we 
chose war. 

Twenty-seven years ago, Congress ap
proved the Gulf of Tonkin resolution that de
clared our goal, "To promote the maintenance 
of international peace and security in South
east Asia." Today this body again adopting a 
resolution of war with the stated intent of bol-

stering the prospects for peace. We have 
given authority to one persori--one person 
alone--to take this Nation into war. I can only 
hope the President will use this authority wise
ly, but I fear that we have learned nothing be
tween then and now. 

I fear that we are about to choose tears and 
pain and mangled bodies; I fear that we are 
choosing burned flesh and children losing their 
fathers-and yes, their mothers, too; I fear 
that we are choosing the putrid stench of 
death. 

Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., once said, "Vio
lence never brings permanent peace. It solves 
no social problems; it merely creates new and 
more complicated ones." Peaceful means to 
force an Iraqi withdrawal remain, and I urge 
our President to explore them fully. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. OAKAR]. 

D 1430 
Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

opposition to this resolution. My 
friends, the moment of truth is here. 
Each Member can never go back. Make 
no mistake, a vote for this resolution 
places war as the first option, not the 
last option, and we abdicate the con
gressional checks of power our con
stitutional forefathers warned citizens 
about. We give one person supreme au
thority-the President-insulated by a 
handful of military advisers, all be
cause a 6-hour meeting did not work 
out, and because of the lack of resolve 
to let the international sanctions 
work, to squeeze out Saddam politi
cally and economically, and they are 
working. 

So examine closely the U.N. resolu
tion which these authors want Mem
bers to endorse. It authorizes all means 
of force. It requests all countries to 
provide appropriate support for these 
actions. But will all countries partici
pate in military force and all means 
possible? The answer is no. Only a 
handful of countries are participating 
in Saudi Arabia right now. 

I was not elected by Europe, Japan, 
or Saudi Arabia. I was elected by the 
American people. In reality, the Presi
dent has personalized this and made 
this America against Iraq, and not the 
world against Iraq. Irrespective of what 
the U.N. resolution says, it is the 
American people who are picking up 
the tab. Essentially, the American tax
payer is paying to protect the world's 
oil, $2 billion a month, without a shot 
fired. It will go up as combat begins. 
This has led the United States into a 
recession, costing thousands of jobs of 
our own people. We cannot even get 
Japan and other countries to pay their 
pledged share. 

And whose sons and daughters, fa
thers and mothers lives will be on the 
line when the war breaks out? Amer
ican lives, and the lives of the middle
class and the moderate income people 
in this country. I visited the troops of 
Saudi Arabia. Let Members be honest: 
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The lion's share of those troops, 400,000 
strong, are Americans. These young 
people are among our best and our 
brightest. They are loyal and patriotic. 
Can we afford to drain our country of 
its most valuable resource, its youth? 
Can we afford the estimated thousands 
of lives lost, when our goals are con
fused? And can we afford to destroy 
ourselves as a country, internally, with 
the loss of our people's lives? 

The division in this country will be 
more insidious than the war itself. The 
divisions in this country have already 
begun. It is time we said "America 
first." 

Finally, what are the consequences of 
war for America and the world? Today, 
with the deafening silence on the part 
of the administration about a national 
energy policy for our own energy secu
rity, we see the Soviet troops marching 
into Lithuania and the Baltic coun
tries, the unrest in the Asian provinces 
of the Soviet Union, the civil unrest, 
unjust trials in China, the extreme ten
sions in the Middle East, the disparity 
of weal th, and poverty of the people in 
Africa and Central America. 

If war breaks out, there will be no 
surgical strike for Saddam Hussein. 
There will be a world war of untold di
mensions. 

All of our dreams for world peace will 
have been shattered because of the fail
ure to negotiate and let the sanctions 
work. The American people's future, 
the world's destiny is in your hands. It 
is essential that we understand that we 
are the people's House. It is appro
priate that we have the last vote on 
this issue. Let Members uphold the 
Constitution and think of our people 
for a change. Vote "no" on the Solarz
Michel resolution which I believe will 
lead our country into war, and vote for 
the American people. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to begin by 
thanking our colleague, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] and so 
many of our other colleagues, as well 
as the leadership of this House for 
bringing Members back to a constitu
tional form of government. 

It has been said many times today 
that this is a historic day, and truly it 
is, but we must remember why it is. 
Because either we will declare a war or 
we will not, because the vote that we 
are about to cast is all that stands be
tween war and peace. 

This declaration of war is the final 
piece in a plan to rid the world of Sad
dam Hussein. For that is the intent, 
not just the liberation o.f Kuwait. That 
goal can only be achieved by war. War 
in Kuwait and war in Iraq. Not a war of 
surgical strikes, but a war requiring 
surgeons. A war in the air, and a war 
on the ground. 

This is the beginning of a war and a 
burden that will not be shared by our 
allies. With this declaration of war on 
Iraq, the coalition is already weaken
ing. This is an American declaration of 
war. No other member and no other 
parliament of the international coali
tion will take such action. This resolu
tion is a declaration of war, is an ad
mission of the utter and final failure of 
diplomacy. War cannot be chosen be
cause of frustration, impatience or 
anger. War can be chosen only when all 
the hopes for alternative resolution 
have been exhausted. We have not 
reached that fateful division in the 
road. 

The Solarz-Michel resolution slams 
the door on diplomacy by raising the 
provocation that will unquestionably 
necessitate Saddam Hussein's renewed 
resistance to the threat of war. Pas
sage of this resolution gives one man, 
the President, the sole decision to take 
this Nation to war. He will never have 
to come to this Chamber to make the 
compelling argument that all economic 
sanctions and diplomatic efforts have 
failed. A compelling argument, a case 
that the soldiers and their families de
serve, from the President. He has not 
made that case, and that compelling 
case cannot be made today. 

Virtually every witness who testified 
before the House and Senate commit
tees told Members that the sanctions 
are working, and that they are extract
ing a terrible price on the economy of 
the war-making capacity of Iraq. Dip
lomatic efforts have not been ex
hausted by a 6-hour meeting in Geneva. 

The President has said he will defy 
public opinion, he will defy our allies, 
and he will defy this Congress. That he, 
alone, has the power to make that deci
sion, when and where and how to initi
ate war, and this declaration of war 
gives him that authority. But we, we 
all will live with the results of that de
cision for a decade or more long after 
George Bush leaves the White House. A 
decision to expend tens of billions of 
tax dollars on a war, that we do not 
have; a decision to triple an already 
handicapped economy, with tens of bil
lions of dollars in additional debt; a de
cision to forego the efforts to improve 
health care and crime prevention and 
drug prevention because we will not 
have the resources, even to consider 
these programs, because of this war; a 
decision, more importantly, to commit 
tens of thousands of young persons to 
an occupation and peacekeeping force 
in the Saudi sands, while the young 
talent and the young people of our eco
nomic competitors are fulfilling their 
ambitions and their aspirations, and 
expanding their competitive advantage 
over our Nation. 

War may only last a few weeks or a 
few months. I can tell Members that 30 
years ago John Kennedy stood 100 
yards from this floor and warned Mem
bers to "Never fear to negotiate." Even 

when Soviet missiles just 90 miles 
away presented a true threat to our na
tional security, endless, endless efforts 
were expended, both publicly and se
cretly, to stop war, to negotiate a set
tlement, so that all parties could par
ticipate privately, secretly, publicly, 
and successfully when missiles were 90 
miles from the shores of this Nation. 

01440 

Today we have a cr1s1s halfway 
around the world, backed by an unprec
edented international alliance. We 
must not fear to give an opportunity to 
these current diplomatic efforts that 
will be crushed by a declaration of war 
and will be crushed by the war that en
sues. By voting not to declare war 
today, we hold open the option for 
peace. By voting for war, we very well 
may preclude the possibility of peace. I 
would hope that we would reject this 
resolution. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Tennessee [Mrs. 
LLOYD]. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the Solarz-Michel resolution, which author
izes the President to use force, if necessary, 
to compel Saddam Hussein to withdraw from 
Kuwait. I believe that Congress must send 
Saddam Hussein a clear and unequivocal 
message that unless he complies with the 
United Nations resolutions he will pay a very 
heavy price. If Congress is willing to stand by 
the President and back up the international 
coalition confronting Saddam Hussein, peace 
remains possible. 

If Congress fails to send a message of 
strength and solidarity, Saddam Hussein will 
be encouraged to dig in his heels and remain 
in Kuwait. He will continue his search for ways 
to fracture the international coalition so pains
takingly assembled by President Bush. The 
disparate nature of the coalition makes it ex
tremely fragile. We cannot guarantee that it 
will remain together for the indeterminate 
amount of time it might take for sanctions to 
work. And that's assuming Saddam Hussein 
can be compelled by the hardships sanctions 
impose upon his people to withdraw from Ku
wait. Given the brutality of his rule, his com
plete contempt for human life, and his willing
ness to employ weapons of mass destruction 
against his own people, I doubt very much 
that the hardships experienced by the Iraqi 
people will force him from Kuwait. 

We must also be concerned with Saddam 
Hussein's next move if he is allowed to keep 
Kuwait. Saddam Hussein's appetite for power 
and territorial aggrandizement will only be 
whetted by a success in Kuwait. His ex
pressed desire to unite the Arab world under 
his leadership, his desire to control the wealth 
and resources of the Gulf States, and his clear 
willingness to use force to achieve these aims 
will undoubtably bring him into conflict with the 
United States sometime in the future. If we fail 
to act now, we may be forced to confront Sad
dam Hussein alone and when he has had the 
chance to expand his already awesome mili
tary arsenal to include nuclear weapons. The 
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cost of confronting him then will be much high
er than the cost we are contemplating today. 

I would like to address an issue that has 
been raised by critics of the President's policy. 
They have suggested that by confronting Sad
dam Hussein with the threat of force, we will 
hand victory to the radical forces in the Middle 
East and America's long-term interests in the 
region will be jeopardized. My colleagues, 
Saddam Hussein and his terrorist allies are 
the radical forces of the Middle East. They are 
already challenging American interests in the 
Middle East. The moderate forces, like Egypt's 
President Hosni Mubarak, are part of the coa
lition confronting Saddam Hussein. If we per
mit Saddam Hussein to retain Kuwait, the 
forces that the President's critics fear will have 
already won. 

Mr. Speaker, by supporting the President 
and sending a clear message to Saddam Hus
sein that America stands shoulder to shoulder 
with its allies against his aggression, we are 
preserving the last best chance for peace. I 
urge my colleagues to support the Solarz
Michel resolution. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Mr. Speak
er, I rise in support of the Michel-So
larz resolution. 

It is my fervent hope that my vote will give 
the President one last tool to secure a peace
ful solution on this crisis. But I fear that Sad
dam Hussein has made it clear he does not 
want peace. So I cast my vote with the under
standing that it amounts to a declaration of 
war. 

I have no illusion that war, if it comes, will 
produce a swift and happy ending. It will be a 
tragedy. It will cost lives abroad in the field of 
battle and quite likely cost lives at home 
through terrorism. The Arab world will not love 
us when this is over. Our allies will second
guess us. We will not be spared a financial 
burden in the future. 

But I have had to ask myself two questions. 
What would happen if Saddam Hussein is al
lowed to dominate the wealth of the Middle 
East and thereby spend this decade shopping 
in the arms bazaar of the world? My answer 
is that he would become a strategic threat to 
my Nation and my State. 

My second question is whether our young 
men and women in uniform would be in more 
or less danger if we allow the sanctions to 
work for another year or more. My answer is 
that Saddam Hussein will starve his people to 
feed his military, and a delay gives him time 
to win new allies and manufacture more nerve 
gas and biological weapons. So it we are to 
save American lives in the long term, we must 
move now. 

I want to reiterate that this is not a war over 
oil. It is not a war over the price of a gallon 
of gas. It would be immoral for the President 
or the Congress to send the American military 
into combat for some degree of comfort at 
home or to boost our national economy. If I 
thought that was the President's motivation, I 
would vote to impeach him. If that were my 
motivation, I should resign my office in shame. 

But the wealth that would flow from control 
over half the world's oil for years to come is 
what would transform Saddam Hussein from 

being just another petty tyrant into the un
checked commander of a nuclear arsenal. We 
decide today if we will stop him now when he 
is weak, or pass to my children or their chil
dren the task of stopping him when he is 
strong. 

This has not been an easy decision for me 
because I have thousands of constituents and 
countless friends deployed in the desert. I 
hope and pray to God that I have made the 
right choice. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
SWETT]. 

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Michel-Solarz 
resolution, not to give the President 
the marching orders to go to war, but 
to strengthen his hand in negotiating 
for a peaceful solution. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. RAY]. 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
the Solarz-Michel resolution and the U.N. Res
olution 678. Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait 
over 5 months ago. President Bush, in my 
opinion, acted decisively and wisely. He gar
nered the cooperation of 28 countries, and ob
tained the endorsement of the Security Coun
cil of the United Nations to use military force 
to expel Saddam Hussein and his forces by 
January 15, if he did not withdraw or initiate a 
withdrawal action by that date; 82 percent of 
Americans approved of his initial action ac
cording to polls. 

There have been a number of initiatives to 
encourage Saddam Hussein's peaceful with
drawal before this January 15 deadline, and 
we remain hopeful that these will work. Presi
dent Bush offered Iraq 15 different dates for a 
meeting in Baghdad, or elsewhere, between 
Secretary Baker and Saddam-none was ac
cepted, and time is running out. 

On January 3, President Bush made his last 
attempt to avoid war by inviting the Iraqi For
eign Minister, Tariq Aziz, to meet with Sec
retary Baker in Geneva. The meeting took 
place on Wednesday, January 9. This meeting 
was made subject to the same conditions, 
which are: No negotiations; no compromise; 
no attempts for an Iraqi face-saving; and no 
rewards for aggression. 

To date, there has been little if any move
ment on Iraq's behalf. Minister Aziz even re
fused to take President Bush's letter back to 
Saddam Hussein, which was delivered in Ge
neva on January 9. 

Secretary Baker and Secretary Cheney on 
Wednesday, January 2, briefed several Mem
bers and myself on the currrent status. Sec
retary Baker has publicly said that he is not 
optimistic about peace in the gulf. The leader
ship of the House and Senate had said that 
full scale debate should not occur until after 
the Baker-Aziz meeting and we are not en
gaging in that debate, which in my opinion is 
timely. 

In this briefing, Secretary Cheney and Sec
retary Baker told the Congress that the coali
tion of 28 countries is holding together-cur
rently there are 280,000 American troops and 
150,000 prepared to embark or already under
way, with 200,000 foreign troops in place. Our 

allies have committed $23 billion toward sup
port in 1990, and Secretary Baker is request
ing additional funding for 1991. I agree very 
strongly with the administration that America 
cannot and should not bear the major financial 
burden of this conflict. 

On Friday, January 4, I was visited by 
former hostage Miles Hoffman from Columbus, 
GA. He was the only American wounded by 
Iraqi soldiers, held captive, and thankfully was 
released. In this meeting, Mr. Hoffman was 
accompanied by three other former hos
tages-Mr. and Mrs. Christopher Folsom of 
New York, and Mr. Cecil Brown of Atlanta, 
who were released in December. 

I had a very interesting conversation with 
this group. The former hostages advised me: 

First, that we should not drag the negotia
tions out. We should strike forcefully in Bagh
dad, or other areas of Iraq, and temporarily ig
nore Kuwait where Iraqi troops are amassed; 
we should destroy Iraq's communication and 
command centers, and cut off their supply 
routes-in effect, isolate Iraq's forces in Ku
wait. 

Second, it is their impression that the Iraqi 
troop morale is not high, and that they will 
largely collapse in the face of a massive 
strike-a small number have already defected. 
Intelligence sources have publicly repeated 
expectations that up to 200,000 Iraqi defec
tions will occur. 

Third, according to them, sanctions are not 
working-and will not work. Food and other 
supplies are entering Iraq unrestricted from 
Jordan and Iran, and goods are being smug
gled in through Turkey. It is suspected that 
Libya and other sympathetic countries are 
sending hard currency to Saddam as a share 
of their oil profits. This money enables him to 
buy needed goods. In addition, Iraq does have 
an agricultural capability, which they are accel
erating. 

Mr. Speaker, there are those who want to 
give sanctions more time to work, and there 
are those who believe that if we were to wait 
for more time we would be giving up an es
sential edge to our strategy. In my opinion, 
each view on this very important matter is sin
cerely held, and debate on this issue should 
occur. 

Miles Hoffman pointed out that Saddam will 
not understand the concept of democratic de
bate. Mr. Hoffman said that the people of Iraq 
do not understand the debate that goes on 
* * * because in Iraq, anything against Sad
dam Hussein is a death sentence. So it is very 
important for us on the floor today and tomor
row to show our resolve, and to show Ameri
ca's will to carry out the U.N. sanctions. 

However, I would suggest to my colleagues 
who are raising the specter of thousands of 
U.S. casualties and body bags coming home 
that they are rendering a serious disservice to 
the families who have loved ones deployed in 
the Persian Gulf. My colleagues, I would urge 
that we refrain from the use of such rhetoric. 
Our service people and their loved ones know 
the risks-let us not make their lives even 
more uncomfortable than they already are. 

My view is that the President has the au
thority to engage American troops in an offen
sive action without a declaration of war from 
Congress. There have been over 105 off en-
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sive military actions in our Nation's history and 
only 5 declarations of war. 

However, I concur in the fact that the Con
gress should debate the issue as we are 
doing now, and at a minimum endorse the 
U.N. Security Council's action. That resolution, 
No. 678, authorizes an offensive action 
against Iraq after January 15 by United States 
and U.N. forces. I hope that such a measure 
is accepted here in the House, and it will be 
my intention to support the Solarz-Michel reso
lution and to work for a strong vote in support 
of the President. 

I do believe, very strongly, that we should 
move positively after January 15, if Saddam 
has refused to cooperate. The perception of 
the constituents in the Third District of Georgia 
is that the President and the United Nations 
have drawn a line in the sand, and that this 
commitment must be respected. President 
Bush and the United Nations have not 
waivered from the statement that "Iraq must 
withdraw with no rewards for aggression," and 
I would support our carrying through on this 
demand. 

If the Iraqi forces do withdraw, and this ap
pears doubtful at this time, it is most likely that 
U.N. forces will remain in sufficient numbers 
indefinitely to assure that no further aggres
sive activity will occur by Saddam Hussein. 
There is no doubt that he will be up to further 
mischief in one form or another in the future. 
However, that issue will require debate on an
other day. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GEREN]. 

Mr. GEREN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the Solarz-Michel 
resolution. It is the last best hope for a 
just peace. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
very distinguished gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT]. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I envy those 
who come to this well clear and certain about 
their vote. I am torn by mine. I understand that 
sanctions may not work their purpose, but for 
now, I think they work in our favor. I under
stand that diplomacy has not worked; but I am 
not persuaded that diplomacy has played out. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not think we should rush 
to war. 

But if Congress fails to give the President 
the authority the Security Council gave when 
it passed Resolution 678, we will weaken his 
hand just as diplomacy is getting dead ear
nest. Hamilton-Gephardt urges the President 
to apply "diplomatic pressure," and I whole
heartedly agree. But the President has made 
the only diplomatic concession he can make: 
he has promised not to attack if Iraq pulls out 
of Kuwait. The only pressure the President 
can now apply is the threat of war; and we will 
muffle that threat if we do not give approval to 
Resolution 678. 

Like many, I am voting for Solarz-Michel be
cause it urges the President to keep trying di
plomacy, while giving him the authority he 
needs to make his diplomacy credible. I wish 
the resolution were stronger in this respect. I 
am opposed to immediate military action; I 
think January 15 should be a starting line, not 
a deadline, for serious diplomacy. But I have 

no illusions about the language of this resolu
tion; as it is written, we can only trust that the 
President will use the power we grant him to 
step up diplomacy before stepping up to war. 

This debate, like most debates, has 
stressed the differences in these two resolu
tions. In truth, they converge on every impor
tant point but one: Solarz-Michel gives the 
President the power to wage war without fur
ther action of the Congress; Gephardt-Hamil
ton makes the President obtain a declaration 
of war, but promises him an expedited vote. If 
Gephardt-Hamilton were to pass, and if diplo
macy continued to fail, I am convinced the 
President would be back to us in a matter of 
weeks, seeking the authority to wage war. I 
think the President would win that vote. But I 
doubt the Iraqis will get that message. I think 
they will see it as a sign our will is weakening. 
And at this juncture, I do not think we should 
send that sign. I also do not think we should 
go to war yet; and I vote for this resolution 
hoping it will avert war, but fully appreciating 
the awesome power we are giving the Presi
dent. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the very distinguished gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. SLATTERY]. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, the de
bate today has made me proud to be an 
American and proud to be a Member of 
the U.S. Congress House of Representa
tives. I thank my colleagues for the 
quality of the debate to this point. 

The Bible tells us that there is a time 
for everything under the heavens, a 
time for peace and a time for war. I do 
not believe that it is time for war, and 
I pray that war will be avoided; but I 
do believe that the real threat of war, 
as paradoxical as it may seem, is our 
last best chance for peace in the Per
sian Gulf. 

Saddam Hussein is a ruthless dic
tator. He has personally carried out 
the death sentences of his political op
ponents. The sad truth is that he un
derstands but one thing, and that is 
force. He must be convinced that the 
threat of force is real. Otherwise, he 
will have no motivation to accept 
peace. 

Edmund Burke once said that the 
only thing necessary for the triumph of 
evil is for good men to do nothing. I do 
not want history to say of us that we 
did nothing. 

Only by giving the President the au
thority to use force pursuant to our 
Constitution do we make the threat of 
force real. If Saddam Hussein knows we 
will not use force to drive him from 
Kuwait, he can simply wait for the 
world coalition to collapse around him, 
and we all know that this coalition is 
very trenuous. 

With the passage of this resolution, 
he must make a choice, either with
draw from Kuwait or face a reprisal 
from an outraged world community, 
and justly so. The choice is his. 

I recently returned from the Persian 
Gulf. I left on that trip hoping that 
economic sanctions alone would work. 

I was inclined to deny the President 
the authority to use force at this time. 

I returned with a strong view that 
economic sanctions are not working as 
I had hoped, and there are real dangers 
involved in an indefinite delay. 

Several days ago a Soviet ship was 
intercepted carrying missile launchers 
to Jordan. Undoubtedly they eventu
ally would have found their way into 
Iraq. 

Imagine what would happen in the 
Persian Gulf if Soviet policy changes 
while we wait on economic sanctions to 
work. 

Scientists and engineers from around 
the world, whose loyalty goes to who
ever pays them the most, are working 
day and night as we debate here to help 
improve those god-awful weapons of 
mass destruction in Iraq. 

I am absolutely convinced that by in
definitely delaying, we increase the 
dangers that young Americans will ul
timately confront. 

Few in this Chamber believe the 
United States can act as a policeman 
in the world. The primary question we 
must always ask is whether proposed 
military action is necessary to defend 
America's vital interests. 

Saddam Hussein has the potential to 
develop and use chemical, biological, 
and nuclear weapons, and he has dem
onstrated the willingness to use them. 
He also has the potential to put an eco
nomic stranglehold on the world econ
omy by manipulating the price of oil. 

My colleagues, ·his threat is real to 
our vital interests, and to stop him our 
threat must also be real. Saddam Hus
sein will not see our threat as real 
until Congress gives the President the 
authority to use force . 

It is difficult in a democracy such as 
ours, made up of people who cherish 
human life, to face the prospect of 
using force, even in the face of incred
ible brutal aggression. 

But today is a defining moment in 
our history. It is time for us to stand 
together at the water's edge, Demo
crats and Republicans, liberals and 
conservatives, to deliver one clear mes
sage to Saddam Hussein. That message 
must be that the United States of 
America, the greatest democracy in 
the history of the world, wants peace, 
but is prepared to use our enormous 
military power as a last resort to force 
Iraq out of Kuwait and thereby make it 
clear to the world that naked, brutal 
aggression will not stand. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SCHU
MER]. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR]. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise for 
patience and courage and oppose going 
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to war for profits related to the control 
of Mideast oil, and oppose the Solarz
Michel resolution. 

I consider these to be the most important 
set of votes that I will cast in my congressional 
career to date. I support the Gephardt-Hamil
ton resolution, and oppose the Solarz-Michel 
alternative. I am a Member who is not pre
pared to give the President a blank check in 
the situation in the Middle East. 

Let me speak as one of the Members of 
Congress who grew up during the Vietnam 
era, whose friends fought and died in that bat
tle where America lost over 50,000 of its finest 
young men and women in that conflict, and in 
an equal tragedy, since that time, another 
50,000 have died here at home from war-relat
ed illnesses and suicide. Theirs is largely an 
untold story. They fought an undeclared war, 
one that split the Nation in two, and left our 
troops subject not only to the abuses of war, 
but the equal abuses of coming home to a Na
tion divided. This is today again a nation di
vided. 

The State of Ohio and the district that I rep
resent are patriotic beyond measure. We well 
understand the meaning of duty. Our Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, the VFW has the second 
largest membership in the United States, even 
though we are not the second most populous 
State. Ohio's American Legion sends more 
boys and girls to Boys' State and Girls' State 
than any other State in the Union, and we are 
not the most populous State in the Union. 

We are home to Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base and dozens of other Active and Reserve 
units. In fact, Ohio leads the Nation in the 
number of Active and Reserve members of 
the Armed Forces who have enrolled in the 
G.I. educational benefits program. Most of our 
medical and naval reserve units have already 
been called; others are on standby. 

Our citizens have the experience and will
ingness to serve and fight, but they want to 
understand why. We as Members of Congress 
hold a sacred trust with our troops in the field 
as well as our citizenry here at home. There 
must be no doubt about why America moves 
to war. The reasons must be crystal clear and 
the objectives honorable. War must be the 
very last of resorts, not the first. 

I appreciate our congressional leadership 
responding to the pleas inside this body to 
hold this debate and discussion prior to Janu
ary 15. I wish it had come earlier, last year in 
fact. Because in many ways decisions made 
by the Executive have already placed us in a 
position that if we support our President fully 
now we automatically approve the deaths of 
hundreds and thousands of our own U.S. 
forces. What a position to be in. 

Yet, the Constitution demands our involve
ment, and like the President, we also take on 
oath of office to protect our Constitution 
against all enemies, foreign and domestic. We 
must discharge our duties, and if Saddam 
Hussein is listening to this debate, let him un
derstand that in America we allow for debate, 
even in our highest legislation bodies, for we 
fundamentally believe in the capacity of our 
people, through their elected representatives, 
to make their opinions known, to be rep
resented. 

That is why the United States is the most 
stable political republic on the face of the 

Earth. It is why we love this land and her re
markable people. 

The American people have a right to a Con
gress that meets its constitutional responsibil
ities today and in the future. This branch of 
government is not an extension of the execu
tive branch nor its handmaiden. Each of us is 
elected in our own right and is sworn to the 
very same oath as the head of the executive 
branch, our President. Each of us must uphold 
the oath to protect and defend the Constitution 
of the United States against all enemies, for
eign and domestic. 

When I was privileged to be sworn in as a 
Member of Congress, I promised myself that I 
would never be a party to any undeclared war. 
The Vietnam experience was too divisive and 
lacked the national will to carry forth national 
policy. 

Today we are afforded our constitutional 
rights to debate war before it happens, and so 
we should. 

I speak on behalf of every mother, every 
wife, every father, every husband and relative 
who has a loved one serving our Nation in the 
U.S. military. All of them must be assured by 
our actions here in the Congress and the 
President's actions that all diplomatic and 
peaceful means toward resolution of this con
flict have been exhausted before the war op
tion is triggered. 

How can anyone in this body honestly say 
that all diplomatic means have been ex
hausted? Our Secretary of State spent all of 6 
hours in a meeting the other day. One cannot 
even conclude that any negotiations even oc
curred. It was another press event at which ul
timatums were delivered by both sides. 

Our troops deserve finer and more commit
ted efforts. Even as we speak, diplomats from 
around the world are trying to find a keyhole 
through which negotiations can begin. In the 
meantime, the economic sanctions are locked 
in place. They will take time to be fully felt. It 
is no secret, over one-half of Iraq's GNP is 
tied to its ability to sell its oil, and it is unable 
to do that. Sanctions will exact a heavy toll as 
the months proceed and allied cooperation on 
these sanctions is the one area where we can 
say our allies are helping us fully. They cer
tainly are not helping us with the money to 
pay for this massive deployment, nor with sig
nificant troop strength, combat troop strength 
that is battle-hardened. 

Letting the economic noose tighten slowly 
around Iraq is a much more credible posture 
for the United States at this juncture than be
coming an aggressor nation ourselves to re
spond to Hussein's aggression. War should 
only be a last resort. The lives of our people 
and civilians in that region are much too pre
cious. 

During this debate, it is important to place 
on the record reasons about why America 
should be involved in this conflict. Of late I 
have become more and more concerned that 
the debate has centered on the how of it all. 
We read about perhaps air strikes will happen 
first, and then perhaps ground forces. And 
then we read estimates of how many will die, 
500, 1,000, 10,000, perhaps more. The De
partment of Defense has ordered 50,000 cas
kets just in case, and now over 16,000 body 
bags. We see on TV our troops being immu
nized and donning gas masks. What we do 

not hear enough about is why we are there, 
and for how long and the causes for which we 
are fighting. 

First, we heard that America was there to 
deter aggression and restore the legitimate 
Government of Kuwait. That did not ring to the 
American public; a new rhetoric was forthcom
ing. America, it was said, was there to pre
serve key resources. Oil was never mentioned 
outright, but other words were: Jobs, eco
nomic security, and then the real clincher, the 
American way of life; then later the administra
tion began talking about Iraq's nuclear capabil
ity and its potential threat in the future. 

I would like to examine each of these is
sues. The President says that America must 
stop aggression. If this is so and America is 
the world's policeman, why did not America in
tervene and stop aggression when the 
U.S.S.R. invaded Afghanistan or Hungary or 
Czechoslovakia in years past? If the Soviet 
Union soon occupies the Baltic States which 
long for democracy, will America stand up for 
those subjugated peoples, or how about when 
Turkey invaded Cyprus? Where was America 
then? Or when Israel invaded Egypt, or when 
China moved into Tibet, or, in fact, where was 
America during the Iran-Iraq war? We seemed 
to be on both sides of that one depending on 
what month it was. Or how about when Syria 
went into Lebanon as recently as a few days 
ago? Where was America then in standing up 
to aggressors? Why does America now see 
only this particular Iraqi aggression as in its 
vital interests? 

There is only one common denominator that 
explains President Bush's rush to war, and 
that is oil, on which the Western World for too 
long has become increasingly dependent. 

Although some of the oil companies have 
been nationalized, the distribution and market
ing of Middle East oil is a Fortune 500 com
pany activity. What are the interests of 
Aramco and British Petroleum and Shell and 
Exxon and Gulf and Texaco and Mobil and 
Chevron? 

It is surprising how very little has been writ
ten about the role of the international oil com
panies, and the silence is deafening. Yet we 
can read very clearly in economic reports that 
come out. In December of last year, the New 
York Times reported that as a result of the 
Middle East situation there was an average 
fourth quarter gain of 64 percent in forecasted 
new profits for the 12 major oil companies. 
The companies included Amoco with a 57-per
cent increase in profits, Arco, a 61-percent in
crease in profits, British Petroleum, whose 
major interest is in Kuwait, a 112-percent in
crease in profits, Chevron, a 113-percent in
crease in profits, Exxon, a 41-percent increase 
in profits, Mobil, a 42-percent increase in prof
its, Phillips, a 265-percent increase in profits, 
Texaco, a 110-percent increase in profits, and 
Unocal, a 500-percent increase in profits. 

Fourth quarter earnings for oil companies 
have significantly increased. Big oil companies 
have sold crude at about $30 a barrel in this 
quarter, or $10 a barrel more than in the cor
responding quarter a year ago. That is a 50-
percent increase. 

The inter-Arab oil conflict inherent in this in
vasion of Kuwait by Iraq concerns control of 
oil and access to the Persian Gulf. In the book 
entitled "Oil Turmoil and Islam in the Middle 
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East," the author discusses the dominant role 
of Saudi Arabia looms over her neighbors as 
a source of potential envy, conflict, and unrest 
in the Arab world. To quote, 

Saudi Arabia's apparently boundless 
wealth fuels Saudi influence in the Arab 
world, often to the consternation of her 
neighbors. Saudi wealth and predominant 
share of t;he Organization of Arab Petroleum 
Exporting Countries' proven reserves give 
King Fahd control over any decision con
cerning the collective use of Arab oil. If the 
share of oil exporting nation's reserves con
trolled by Saudi Arabia's political allies is 
added to the Saudi share, the conservative 
bloc in that region controls fully 75 percent 
of all of those Middle Eastern countries' 
total reserves. In comparison, the so-called 
radical oil producers, which include Iraq, 
Libya and Algeria, control only 19 percent of 
Arab reserves, seventy-five percent versus 
nineteen percent. Production capacity also 
strengthens the conservative bloc's hand. 
From 1973 to 1975, the conservative bloc pro
duced an average of 70.3 percent of the Arab 
exporting nations' total output. The Saudi 
share alone averaged nearly half. Saudi Ara
bia is the only member able to increase pro
duction significantly. At any time the Saudi 
fields could increase production by 3.5 to 4.5 
million barrels per day. Out of their addi
tional production capacity, all of the other 
nations' of 7.5 million barrels per day, the 
radical states combined can produce only 2 
million barrels per day, only about one-third 
of it, which obviously weakens their bargain
ing position in their own inter-Arab union. 

It is ironic that while the radical states have 
consistently advocated the use of the oil 
weapon, it is the conservative states which 
control the issue. The inter-Arab tension is his
toric and growing. 

The Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries 
could never use politically their oil wealth with
out the cooperation of the Saudi-led conserv
atives. Without Saudi consent, the oil weapon 
is quite like a large artillery piece without am
munition. Therefore, the conservative bloc can 
render impotent any maverick attempt by the 
radicals to impose an oil policy similar to that 
of 1973. 

The conservative members actually control 
the use of oil for itself and the other Arab 
States. The conservative bloc's influence on 
the use of the oil weapon is manifest in its for
eign currency reserves. The reserves allow 
the petroleum exporting countries to cut pro
duction drastically for several months without 
significant loss or suffering. 

If the radical states, Iraq, Libya, Syria, at
tempted to reduce production significantly, the 
consequent impact on their domestic econo
mies would likely lead to civil unrest and to 
political instability. 

The combination of factors such as oil pro
duction, reserves, surplus capacity and sur
plus capital makes Saudi Arabia and its con
servative allies the only states capable of de
termining . when, whether, how, and for how 
long oil could benefit Arab foreign policy. 

It is not hard to understand what is at the 
base of the simmering unrest in the region of 
Saudi Arabia and her allies, and that unrest is 
all tied to oil money and the control of it. 

If we look at maps of that part of the world 
and each of those nations, they are largely 
deserts with the population concentrated in the 

areas where oil is drawn, refined and ulti
mately shipped. 

In fact, if we look at the eastern edge even 
of Saudi Arabia along the gulf, the largest con
centration of United States citizens living out
side the United States works for Aramco on 
Saudi Arabia's eastern border. 

For the last several decades, America has 
become more and more dependent on Middle 
East oil. Germany and Japan are even more 
dependent, but it is interesting that these na
tions are nearly silent on the war option that 
this Congress is considering but quite vocal on 
using diplomatic and economic sanctions for a 
long period of time. 

For our Nation which has failed to develop 
energy independence to now ask our troops to 
fight for continued access to a diminishing oil 
resource halfway around the world, in my 
judgment is morally wrong. I would rather take 
the billions of dollars the United States is in
vesting in the deserts of the Middle East and 
judiciously bring money, our money, and our 
troops back home. 

Our Nation that landed a man on the Moon 
in 1 O years can be energy self-sufficient by 
the 21st century, just 10 years from now. 

America saw this crisis coming. This is not 
news to us. 

Senator Frank Church of Idaho, magnificent 
American, held hearings in the Senate on the 
role of multinational oil companies and con
cluded that if the world failed to set up inter
national institutions capable of resolving Mid
dle East oil-related disputes and distributing 
those profits fairly, the world was headed for 
armed conflict. Then, in the late 1970's, at the 
height of the U.S. energy crisis, President 
Carter warned the energy challenge was the 
"moral equivalent of war." Some Members 
may be old enough to remember that phrase. 
However, during the decade of the 1980's the 
Reagan-Bush administration failed to follow 
through on developing an energy policy for 
America. They did not lead this country for our 
people. They fought this Congress on filling 
the strategic petroleum reserve, and they 
fought Congress on developing alternative 
fuels. They resisted conservation efforts in ev
erything from home construction to energy-effi
cient engines. 

So now, our people, our neighbors, are 
being asked to send their relatives, America's 
troops to make up for political blindness at the 
highest levels of this Government. Oil is not 
worth the loss of life of one person from my 
district or any other district in this country. 
Let's spend those billions of dollars being 
wasted in the desert, let's spend them here in 
America to develop our clean coal tech
nologies, our agriculture and alcohol fuels, hy
drogen and solar power, and create thousands 
of jobs here at home in communities from 
coast to coast, where people are looking for 
work. 

Even if the United States invaded Kuwait to
morrow and took all of it, all of its oil, how 
many years of oil lie under the ground of Ku
wait? Only 30 years. While here in America 
we have over 1,200 years just in recoverable 
coal reserves that can be mined and sepa
rated into clean fuels with the new tech
nologies available to us. Of course, the oil 
companies do not want to do that, but this is 

certainly within the capacity of the Nation 
which landed a man on the moon. 

Now, this is a time of deepening recession 
in America, and we know that 75 percent of 
America's world trade deficit is due to oil and 
auto imports. Over half of our energy is im
ported. At the same time as we do that, we 
have States like Texas and Louisiana and 
Oklahoma, and Members can go all the way 
from Lorain, OH, and Denver, CO, and all the 
mining States around this country in deep re
cession where people are in need of work. 
The answer to the energy problem lies within 
our own borders. Not sending America's best 
to fight a desert war for a dwindling resource. 

Even if America took control of Saudi Ara
bia, of Kuwait and Iraq, and all of their oil, we 
still have more recoverable, twice as much, 
just recoverable coal reserves underground in 
this Nation, if we but have the will to develop 
it. Our goal should be to take care of our busi
ness here at home as soon as possible. Let 
us put America back on a sound economic 
and energy footing so we can remain the 
standard bearer of liberty throughout the 
world, and do so not by the force of our arms, 
but by the greater power of the ideal of our 
democratic republic, the oldest functioning de
mocracy on the face of the Earth. 

Now, America has no treaty obligations in 
the Middle East akin to the Versailles Treaty 
which bound us to Western Europe's defense 
after the First World War. Rather than covet
ing oil, America rather must ask what is our 
proper role in a region where we have system
atically seen the collapse of the old order-the 
oil-rich monarchies that kept the oil flowing 
from the Middle East for most of the century. 
Of late, we have seen much change. Recall 
with me, we have seen the Shah of Iran de
posed, much to the surprise of most of the 
West. We have seen the President of Egypt, 
Anwar Sadat, assassinated. One week he was 
on the cover of Time magazine as Man of the 
Year, and shortly thereafter, dead in his own 
land. We have witnessed kings in that region 
overthrown in Libya and Iraq. Saddam Hus
sein overthrew a king. We have seen unrest in 
Sudan, and certainly in Israel, and we saw for 
8 years in the 1980's Iran-Iraq war in which 
over 500,000 of their citizens died. 

This is the time of America to recognize that 
the old order in the Middle East, based on 
kingdoms, not democracies, is being torn from 
within by power pressures for change. Before 
going to war, America must ask how deeply, 
and for how long does the United States in
tend to police inter-Arab politics to preserve 
the old order. What is America's obligation to 
bolster the power of monarchies in the King
dom of Saudi Arabia, and for the Emirate of 
Kuwait? 

Fundamentally, the Middle East needs an 
inter-Arab version of NATO to resolve the con
tinuing disputes in the region which will con
tinue whether America is there or not. America 
cannot be the sentry at the gate for all the ui:r 
heavals that will be forthcoming in that region 
in years hence, but we can be a constructive 
force, with our allies, to forge a Middle East 
version of NATO. 

Let me continue for the record. 
The President likens this conflict to World 

War II. But unlike World War II, the United 
States has no Treaty of Versailles binding us 
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to mutual security pacts in the region. In World 
War II, America fought to preserve democ
racies. In this instance, we are doing just the 
opposite. We are fighting to preserve king
doms and emirates because of our depend
ence on their oil. We are fighting to preserve 
governments that have invested the bulk of 
their revenues outside the nations in which 
their leaders reside. Saddam Hussein is lik
ened to a Hitler. But just last July our own 
government told him the United States would 
not intervene in inter-Arab border disputes, 
and just a few years ago the Reagan-Bush 
administration officially recognized the Govern
ment of Iraq, and the Bush administration 
fought the Congress as recently as last sum
mer on trying to place sanctions on Iraq for its 
human rights abuses. During the Iran-Iraq war 
United States Arms were channeled to Iraq by 
the Reagan-Bush administration. So which 
Iraq is it that the administration now claims we 
must fight against? Did the Iraqi nation 
changes its stripes, or did we? 

After World War II the United States waited 
in Europe and supported NA TO for over 40 
years-to stem the tide of Soviet expansion. 
Why must we now choose the war option rath
er than patient, deliberate sanctions? In World 
War II, Hitler systematically rolled over the in
dustrialized nations adjoining him. Though 
Hussein is an aggressor, he has been turned 
back in his adventures, by Israel, by Iran, and 
will be turned back in Kuwait as well. 

If he is a Hitler, he is certainly much less 
successful, and he is not an industrial power 
as Germany before and during World War II. 

We know for the 8 years of the Iran-Iraq 
war, the Reagan-Bush administration sup
ported Iraq and Saddam Hussein. In fact, up 
until last August. Members of this Congress 
tried to enlighten the Bush administration of 
the human rights abuses going on in Iraq, but 
our repeated warnings fell on deaf ears. Then, 
all of a sudden last August, the administration 
began calling Hussein a new Hitler. Why was 
he not a Hitler in July or a year ago, or when 
President Reagan and Vice President Bush 
recognized the nation of Iraq. When did he 
change? Within 1 month, we saw the adminis
tration trying to transform the desert dictator 
into a Hitler. Somehow it does not ring true 
when the United States Ambassador to Iraq, 
April Glaspie and our own Deputy Secretary of 
State John Kelly told Congress and Hussein 
both back in July that the United States would 
not interfere in inter-Arab border disputes, and 
then within hours, the United States had de
ployed 200,000 troops. Two months later, 
200,000 more troops. And on a dime, the ad
ministration reversed itself and said the situa
tion was vital for U.S. interests. 

By contrast, the United States waited in Eu
rope and NA TO for over 40 years. 

We withstood the insults of Stalin, Khru
shchev, Brezhnev, and so many other dic
tators. The world loves America, not because 
of the strength of her arms, though security is 
essential in today's world, but more because 
of the force of the idea of freedom and our lib
erties. It is these ideas to which emerging na
tions aspire. Let us not be distracted by those 
who would use force as a first means in this 
most recent test of national wills. Those with 
the will to wait out sanctions will be victorious 
in the end, and thousands of lives will have 

been saved. This is a lesson for America to Another source of Kuwait's power is the 
teach the world. large worldwide investment portfolio which is 

Now, on the nuclear threat, some say it is believed to yield revenues equal, if not larger, 
Iraq's nuclear threat that America should fear, . than income from petroleum exports. And 
but America has withstood nuclear threats to where is that portfolio invested? The Kuwait 
date, all of them. We acknowledge this is a investment authority is located mainly in the 
dangerous world. We also know mutual as- United States and Great Britain. Thus we see 
sured destruction is the only answer other Britains rush to join the gulf effort. The Kuwait 
than total disarmament by all powers to with- investment authority holds nearly 1 O percent 
stand a nuclear threat. Our ultimate posture of British Petroleum. 
must be that nuclear detonation by one power The New York Times reported back in De
will be met in equal or greater force by an- camber that the fourth quarter profits for B.P. 
other. It is this mad system which holds the vi- are estimated to increase 112 percent this 
olence in check. year. 

America cannot really stop Iraq, nor China, Kuwait also holds investments in the United 
nor Pakistan, nor the dozens of nations that States which total nearly $50 billion in assets 
will seek to operationalize this terrible tech- overall. These investments include a $3 billion 
nology as we move into the 21st century. portfolio of stocks and securities managed by 

We must be diligent in moving to limit and Morgan Stanley. Undisclosed portfolios man
disarm where possible, but in the end our ulti- aged by Citibank and Chase Manhattan, gold 
mate weapon is our own ability to wreak reserves at the New York Federal Reserve 
havoc on would-be aggressors. Such is the Bank, a stake in the partnership led by the 
world we have helped to create. Gordon Investment Corp. that plans to buy 

As far as the importance of the U.N. resolu- Columbia Savings and Loan $3 billion junk 
bond portfolio. 

tion, let me commend the President and the Kuwait's investment in Britain includes 10.5 
Secretary of State for seeking allied support. percent of the Midland Bank, 11 percent of 
This is essential and the first test of the new Travel and Financial Services concern of 
world order; but those nations who signed that Hogg Robinson. They are the owner of the st. 
commitment have a largely verbal commit- Martins Property Corp., builders of London 
ment. They do not have combat troops in Docklands Development. They also hold gold 
place in any manner similar to the U.S. de- reserves at the Bank of England. 
ployment, nor have they committed real Kuwait's investment authority holds $8 bil
money. Even Japan and Germany, whose lion in stocks and securities in Japan, and the 
economies are chugging along, have not met Kuwait Petroleum corp. also has European 
their early obligations expected as of this holdings of more than 4,500 service stations in 
month. Hungary, Italy, Britain, Scandanavia, Belgium, 

This Congress cannot fulfill its responsibility Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and four oil re
by approving a blank check resolution such as fineries in Europe. Not bad for a nation of less 
the U.N. resolution or the administration's pro- than 2 million people of which only about one
posal. It simply puts too much faith in an un- third were ever allowed to vote within the na
certain future that no one at this point can pre- tion of Kuwait in the first place. 
diet. We must preserve our congressional pre- Is it any wonder to use that revolutions, both 
rogatives. religious and military, have plagued the region 

Now, the President says that the United in most recent years. The region's indigenous 
States must restore the legitimate govern- politics is just emerging and subject to violent 
ments in the region. We all desire this; but an change. The world will not be able to contain 
equally important question is how legitimate those pressures. 
are any of these governments in the eyes of The United Nations would best focus its ef
each other when their borders were largely forts on how to create a Middle East multi
drawn by the colonial powers who physically national peacekeeping structure as part of the 
vacated the region over the last 20 years and solution to this situation and to resolve other 
who were more interested in oil than in de- border disputes. 
mocracy. It was they who initially let the big oil In talking with the citizens of my district, I 
companies draw the borders between these have listened closely to what they have been 
nations and then drained the oil fields for gen- saying to me. They want to support our Presi
erations, ignoring the fact that the politics of dent, but fundamentally they do not believe in 
the region might catch up to the economy an early rush to war. They want to give tough 
someday. sanctions a chance to work. 

One of the fundamental problems of the Many have said to me, "MARCY, don't let 
Middle East is that certain families became ex- America become the bad guy in the Middle 
tremely wealthy and did not invest enough of East." 
their oil profits in their own homelands. They They say to me, "Why areni our allies pay
put their money in Western banks, they sent ing their fair share of the cost of this? Where 
their children to frolic in the jet set capitals of are their troops?" They ask me. 
the world while the vast majority of the people Many have said that dying for oil is not 
there remained poor. worth the price. 

Let us look at Kuwait, a most interesting na- In fact, I am getting these little canisters in 
tion to check the balance sheets on. Kuwait's my office now from citizens saying, "No blood 
economy, and some have called Kuwait a for oil." 
large oil well, is dominated by the Kuwait Pe- Many have asked me how they can con
troleum Co., which is effectively a holding serve in their households, in their buying of 
company with a large number of subsidiaries automobiles, how they can cut down on their 
involved in the production and distribution of energy consumption per year. Frankly, more 
petroleum and natural gas. women have asked me that question than 
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men, but I have been surprised at how many 
people in my district have asked me that 
question. They do not want their neighbors to 
die in the Middle East. 

Others have said to me that they are willing 
to pay more for gas if it will save lives. 

For the record, I will enter some of their 
other statements for history. 

"Talk and negotiation are the only ways 
we can really solve problems. The President 
should temper his words and soften them. 
Otherwise, he will only create unnecessary 
tensions and risk an armed conflict." 

"As a democracy we must have discourse 
and debate and it cannot be stifled because 
the Administration feels it will expose a di
vided or unsupportive American people. I am 
unsupportive and I expect the truth is that 
the nation would be deeply divided by war. " 

"He (President Bush) has not commu
nicated to the American people the reasons 
why we are in Saudi Arabia. Regardless of 
the cause, I feel it is not worth losing Amer
ican lives. Can the President go to war with
out a national debate? Without Congress ' 
consent? And just what are the goals in the 
Gulf? I believe he has gone too far, too fast. 
I know I speak for the majority of Americans 
when I say our hope is for our service people 
to return home unharmed.'' 

"I hope you and the other Congressmen 
and women will consider all of the alter
nati ves to war. I wouldn't want my brother 
to get drafted and killed in another Vietnam. 
Would you?" 

"According to the Constitution the power 
of declaring war belongs to Congress. I hope 
as a Member of the Congress you will remind 
the Executive Branch that they don't have 
the power to declare war. Tell George Bush 
we don't want another Vietnam." 

"The statements that we do not want war, 
and yet the continued exchange of threats 
makes me wonder if we might not be looking 
for an excuse to engage the Iraqis in battle. 

"As a father of three sons, ages 21 , 19, and 
18, I also have a deeply personal stake in the 
decisions you make." 

"The irony is that both our own rhetoric 
and Iraq's rhetoric have fed upon the other 
and have consequently dragged us both fur
ther into the mire of non-communication 
and closer to military confrontation. Recent 
positive action by both countries (the call 
for face-to-face negotiations, the release of 
hostages) have lost momentum in the face of 
dogged insistence upon rhetoric." 

"We should remember to try to give peace 
a chance. The military option should be the 
very last resort. The United States must ex
haust all possible negotiations before ever 
rushing in to war." 

"Congress must be able to have a say in 
this matter. As the Constitution so clearly 
states, Congress represents the American 
people. Therefore, only Congress can express 
the will of the people. President Bush must 
consult with Congress before taking any 
other action. It is the only way we citizens 
can either provide or deny our support." 

"Since Iraq invaded Kuwait I have not 
heard one person say we should go to war 
over it. I honestly do not believe that war 
would be supported by the U.S. population. A 
serious energy policy would get a lot more 
support." 

"We feel that there has been an insidious 
movement to divert attention away from do
mestic problems by calling up the troops and 
sounding the call to battle. We can hardly af
ford the costs of maintaining our armed 
forces in Saudi Arabia and ought to with
draw. This President may need to lose face 

in order to establish once and for all that, 
while the President may be Commander-in
Chief of the Armed Forces after war has been 
declared, he or she may not threaten or at
tack another country without the consent of 
Congress." 

"It appears that George Bush is single
handedly leading us into a war that is not 
what most citizens feel is justified or nec
essary ... U.N. Security Council approval of 
the use of force does not make it right for us 
to take the offensive and attack Kuwait. War 
does not solve anything, and in this case, 
bombings would destroy the oil anyway." 

"I hope that you as a Member of Congress 
will consider all alternatives to military 
force, and make sure that George Bush real
izes that he does not have the authority or 
support of the citizens to declare war. This 
country cannot afford another situation like 
Vietnam. Diplomacy and withdraw should be 
the words rather than war." 

In sum, let me say that I support our Presi
dent so long as our troops remain in a defen
sive posture. But to oppose the Solarz-Michel 
resolution as too open-ended, too much of a 
blank check in a possible war where future 
events can not possibly be predicted today. 
Saddam Hussein must leave Kuwait and we 
should give tough economic sanctions suffi
cient time to work. But 4 months just is not re
alistic. In the meanwhile, America must de
velop our own energy-sufficiency. I await the 
President's State of the Union Address in this 
regard. We should set a national goal to make 
this Nation energy self-sufficient by the 21st 
century, and if we set our minds to it, we 
could do it. 

We should work to transfer the Armed 
Forces currently in the Persian Gulf into an 
international peacekeeping force and 
downsize America's commitment slowly as the 
sanctions take effect and we are able to re
place our troops with those from other nations 
as well. 

And we should support the President in all 
diplomatic initiatives and other government-to
government efforts to reach settlement in the 
region. 

I think that doing this we would exhibit to 
the best of our ability what President Dwight 
Eisenhower not so many years ago wisely 
counseled and described as "patient cour
age." 

Mr. Speaker, I submit these additional com
ments. 

WAR CANNOT HAPPEN WITHOUT BODY BAGS 

The Washington Post-ABC Poll shows that 
68% of the American public think the Con
gress should be more actively supporting the 
President's policies in the Persian Gulf. Of 
the same people interviewed for the poll 
their support for the use of force diminishes 
as soon as casualties are mentioned, when 
asked if they would support the use of force 
if it meant the loss of 1,000 American lives, 
44% favor the use of force and 53% oppose. 
When asked if they would support war if it 
meant 10,000 casualties 35% favor the use of 
force and 61 % oppose force . One is forced to 
conclude that support for the President is 
support for war. War does not take place 
without body bags. 

Who is fooling who? The Defense Depart
ment just placed an order for 16,099 body 
bags with a company in Philadelphia. Why is 
the Defense Department not leveling with 
the American public and telling us how 
many casual ties to expect. 

JOBS 

Secretary of State James Baker has stated 
that one of the reasons we are in the Persian 
Gulf is to protect jobs. It is estimated that 
3,000 U.S. nationals were employed in Ku
wait. Should President Bush risk the killing 
of 3,000 soldiers to save 3,000 workers? Does 
that make sense? 

The cost of Operation Desert Shield is esti
mated to be $1 billion a month. A few 
months ago the Bush Administration 
claimed that we were involved in the Middle 
East to protect jobs. One billion dollars 
would be more appropriately invested in the 
United States to develop new jobs. 

What is the point of fighting over oil fields 
when in a war they will be destroyed thus 
driving up the price of oil again. 

KUWAIT INVESTMENT AUTHORITY 

Kuwait's economy is dominated by the Ku
wait Petroleum Company which is effec
tively a holding company with a large num
ber of subsidiaries and partially owned com
panies involved, directly and indirectly, with 
petroleum and natural gas. Another source 
of economic power is the large and presumed 
worldwide, investment portfolio of Kuwait, 
which is believed to yield revenues equal if 
not larger than income from petroleum ex
ports. 

All main industrial activities in Kuwait 
are related to oil, natural gas, or the boom
ing construction industry. Efforts to foster 
other industries have been hampered by the 
small size of the domestic market and lack 
of natural resources other than hydro
carbons. 

The Kuwait Investment Authority is lo
cated mainly in the United States and Brit
ain, thus we see Britain's rush to join the 
Gulf effort. Kuwait Investment Authority 
holds 9.8% of British Petroleum. The New 
York Times reported on December 26, 1990 
that the fourth quarter profits for British 
Petroleum are estimated to increase 112%. 

Kuwait also holds investments in the Unit
ed States which total $45 billion to $50 bil
lion in assets overall. These investments in
clude a $3 billion portfolio of stocks and se
curities managed by Morgan Stanley; undis
closed portfolios managed by Citibank and 
Chase Manhattan; Gold Reserves at the New 
York Federal Reserve Bank; a stake in the 
partnership led by the Gordon Investment 
Corporation that plans to buy Columbia Sav
ings and Loan's $3 billion junk bond port
folio. (Washington Post August 6, 1990) 

Kuwait's investment in Britain includes 
10.5% of Midland Bank; 11.3% of travel and 
financial services concern Hogg Robinson; 
Owner of St. Martins Property Corp., build
ers of London docklands development; Gold 
reserves at the Bank of England. 

Kuwait investment authority holds $8 bil
lion in stocks and securities in Japan; 72% of 
Torras SA, a Spanish industrial holding com
pany with interests in 170 different compa
nies in chemicals, paper, food and financial 
services; 37% of Dao Heng Holdings, holding 
company for one of the six biggest of 30 or so 
local Hong Kong Banks. 

The Kuwait Petroleum Corporation also 
owns Santa Fe International, a California
based engineering and oil exploration com
pany purchased in 1981 for $2.5 billion and 
has European holdings of more than 4,500 
service stations in Hungary, Italy, Britain, 
Scandinavia, Belgium, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands and 4 oil refineries in Europe. 

OIL COMPANIES FOURTH QUARTER PROFITS 

On December 26, 1990, the New York Times 
reported that as a result of the Middle East 
situation an average fourth quarter gain of 
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64 % is forecast for 12 companies. The compa
nies included Amoco (57%), Arco (61 %), Brit
ish Petroleum (112%), Chevron (13%), Exxon 
(41 %), Mobil (42%), Phillips (265%), Texaco 
(110%), and Unocal (500%). 

Fourth quarter earnings for oil companies 
have significantly increased. Big oil compa
nies have sold crude at about $30 a barrel in 
this quarter, or $10 a barrel more than in the 
corresponding quarter a year ago. This is a 
50 percent increase. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
delegate from the District of Columbia 
[Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the Solarz-Michel amend
ment, in light of the fact that I rep
resent more than 600,000 people in the 
District of Columbia, many of whom 
are serving in disproportionate num
bers in the gulf today, even though 
their Representative in this body can
not cast a vote yea or nay for any of 
the resolutions before the body at this 
time. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. ED
WARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to this 
proposition. Members who vote for it 
are going to have to tell their constitu
ents that we are dropping out of the 
process and from now on they are going 
to have to direct all their inquiries to 
the White House because we are abdi
cating our responsibilities. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHEUER]. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I firmly 
believe that sanctions can work, that 
they can wipe out Saddam Hussein as a 
threat to the stability and peace of the 
Middle East, without firing a shot, and 
I therefore oppose the Solarz-Michel 
initiative. 

More in sorrow than in anger, I regret that 
this body seems destined to choose a resolu
tion tantamount to a declaration of war. 

If it is done, we must link arms and support 
our decision-and our President-to show 
Saddam Hussein that a democracy, which lis
tens to all its citizens, speaks and acts with 
one firm voice. E Pluribus Unum. From many 
comes one. 

And we will have vested an awesome re
sponsibility in the President. We will trust that 
he will draw on his wellsprings of wisdom and 
vision in leading this Nation through this criti
cal juncture, so fraught with danger. 

We hope and pray that from the depths of 
his character he will find the inner strength to 
exercise patience, to resist the temptation to 
act out of frustration, anger, and outrage to 
achieve instant gratification: the destruction of 
Saddam Hussein. 

We pray he will act out of prudence and 
caution, to exhaust every acceptable peaceful 
option, to exhaust the potential of economic 
sanctions to achieve in peace-what could, 
perhaps, more swiftly be achieved in war: re
moval of Saddam Hussein as a 900-pound go-

rilla towering like an ominous, black cloud over 
the sand dunes of the Middle East, threaten
ing and intimidating his neighbors, and 
destablizing the entire Arabian peninsula and 
the land of Israel as well. 

Economic sanctions are working. 
If you don't believe me ask seven out of the 

eight Secretaries of Defense. I'll quote two of 
them. 

Secretary James Schlesinger: 
In effect, we can leave Iraq in isolation 

until it comes to its senses, the probability 
of success for the sanctions is very, very 
high* * *it seems rather illogical to express 
impatience with them (sanction) because 
they will not have produced the hoped-for re
sults in six months time. 

Secretary Robert McNamara: 
Surely we should be prepared to extend the 

sanctions over a 12- or 18-month period if 
that offers an opportunity to achieve our po
litical objective without the loss of Amer
ican lives. Who can doubt that a year of 
blockade will be cheaper than a week of war. 

If that isn't good enough, ask the last two 
chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Adm. William Crowe testified that the em
bargo is "biting heavily" and that "it is the 
most effective peacetime blockade ever levied 
* * * he believes that "we should thoroughly 
satisfy ourselves that" sanctions will not work, 
and "that hostilities would best serve our inter
ests before resorting to unilateral offensive ac
tion against Iraq." 

Admiral Crowe, a man we entrusted with the 
defense of our Nation, is puzzled that "some 
consider our international alliance strong 
enough to conduct intense hostilities but too 
fragile to hold together while we attempt a 
peaceful solution." 

Should not we all be puzzled as well? 
Gen. David Jones: 
My main concern with this latest sched

uled reinforcement isn't that we might 
choose to fight, but rather that the deploy
ment might cause us to fight perhaps pre
maturely and perhaps unnecessarily. 

And if that isn't good enough, ask the cur
rent Director of the CIA. 

William Webster: 
Iraqi ground and air forces can probably 

maintain near-current levels of readiness for 
as long as nine months. 

And what happens to Saddam Hussein's 
ground and air forces after that? He 
continues-

Major repairs to sophisticated aircraft like 
the F-1 will be achieved with significant dif
ficulty, if at all, because of the exodus of for
eign technicians. Iraqi technicians, however, 
should be able to maintain current levels of 
aircraft sorties for three to six months. 

And after that, what? 
Admiral Crowe said "Give sanctions a fair 

shake," because even if we must go to war, 
it will be against an Iraqi military debilitated by 
the invisible weapon of sanctions. 

Paradoxically, many of my colleagues who 
voted for Solarz-Michel, did not vote for war, 
but for peace. 

It worries me that, in this high stakes game 
of confrontation and brinksmanship, we may 
back ourselves into war, prematurely. 

If Saddam Hussein does not leave Kuwait 
immediately, will we have the courage to con
tinue sanctions? Or will thousands, perhaps 

tens of thousands, die because we misjudged 
Saddam Hussein? 

Or because we lost sight of what our truly 
top priority should be: removing Saddam Hus
sein not just from Kuwait, but from the map of 
the Middle East as a towering threat to his 
neighbors as well as to the peace and security 
of the region, and all, my colleagues, without 
firing a shot. 

My distinguished colleague U.S. Congress
man STEVE SOLARZ has stated several times 
that economic sanctions may not force Sad
dam Hussein to make the political decision to 
withdraw from Kuwait. Perhaps so, but sanc
tions can degrade and demean Iraq's econ
omy and render Saddam's military machine 
impotent. 

Historically, sanctions have changed a 
countries behavior when sanctions have re
duced their economies by an average of 2.5 
percent. Iraq's economy will shrink by a stag
gering 50 percent, perhaps as much as 70 
percent according to the chairman of the Sen
ate Armed Services Committee, U.S. Senator 
SAM NUNN. 

Clearly, sanctions have the potential to 
squeeze Saddam Hussein inexorably, 
bloodlessly, bringing him, as a practical mat
ter, to his knees. 

There is another benefit to sanctions barely 
touched on in these 3 days of always deeply 
felt, sometimes emotional, and frequently 
heart wrenching debate; while economic sanc
tions against Iraq are in place, the climate is 
opportune to construct an international arms 
control regime. 

As we sit on the precipice of war, we must 
ask ourselves, how we arrived at this point. 

How is it that a ruthless, amoral dictator of 
a simple developing country with a primitive 
economy like Saddam Hussein, can sit on top 
of a horrifying state-of-the-art arsenal of con
ventional and nonconventional weapons of 
mass slaughter and destruction? And how 
could the very weapons we produced now 
be threatening American lives and global 
stability? 

What madness, has led us to this point? 
What greed has induced us to turn a blind 

eye to the law of unintended consequence. 
What madness drove us to disperse these 

tools of death to countries and leaders who 
are demonstrably irresponsible and unstable? 
How come that Qadhafi, Homeini, Assad, Sad
dam Hussein, and other ruthless, amoral, vi
cious tyrants have had so little trouble satisfy
ing their lethal shopping lists to terrorize and 
intimidate their neighbors, at best, and rain de
struction and death on them, at worst? 

There is a fundamental problem with a for
eign policy that feeds war and instability, rath
er than peace and stability, a foreign policy 
that cannot accept that supplying brutal Third 
World dictators that focus power in one person 
and rule by force and terror, threats, and in
timidation is desperately prejudicial to our in
terests-outrageously expensive and threaten
ing to global peace and security. 

For the developed, arms-supplying coun
tries, these were the policies of the cold war. 
An era when both the United States and the 
Soviet Union, in pursuit of their bitter cold war 
confrontation, bought loyalty with whatever le
thal weapons they had to offer, sell, or give 
away. 



January 12, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 1119 
In an era when our defense against the 

menacing and oppressive Soviet Union was 
paramount and the arms race persisted at a 
dizzying pace, simple economics sent us look
ing for arms buyers, to reduce our cost of 
arms production in order to achieve econo
mies of scale. Other arms producing countries, 
including the Soviet Union, did likewise. 

conflicts-small and local perhaps, but all too 
lethal, and too threatening to world peace. 

We have met the enemy and he is us. 
The Simon Wiesenthal Center published a 

list of the companies and countries that have 
supplied Saddam Hussein with his awful 
chemical and biological weapons which he 
has used before on others, as well as on his 
own hapless Kurdish tribesmen, and which 
now menace our own troops in the desert of 
Saudi Arabia. This list also chronicles those 
who have helped aid his quest for nuclear 
weapons. 

[Western suppliers of unconventional 
weapons and technologies to Iraq and Libya 
supplied by the Simon Wiesenthal Center 
and prepared by Kenneth R. Timmerman.] 
Saddam's Foreign Suppliers (Companies 

suppling Iraq's unconventional weapons pro
grams) 

Now we see the folly of those policies. We 
spent billions more developing weapons to 
counter the weapons we had sold to govern
ments we should hardly have trusted in the 
first place, or to governments who would use 
those weapons against our friends. 

The arms industry fuels the arms industry. 
And it does so at the cost of the lives of hun
dreds and thousands of people, billions and 
billions of dollars, great detriment to the envi
ronment and the erosion of the quality of life 
in America, and the world over. 

Hindsight is irrelevant if we simply criticize 
and bemoan our mutual errors in arms pro
duction and sales. We must learn from our 
mistakes and shape future policy to avoid the 
pitfalls. 

It is time for this Nation, and all civilized, de
veloped nations of the world, to invest in our 
common security, and band together to form 

· an arms denial regime that would end the folly 
once and for all of developed countries fueling 
the pitfall and tragic succession of regional 

Ironically, this absurd, costly, immoral arms 
sales practice, fueling regional conflicts the 
world over, is what now threatens global sta
bility, after we and the Soviets have mercifully, 
and at long last, consigned the cold war to 
history. 

The developing nations must finally achieve 
a unanimous consensus to bury regional con
flicts, as the United States and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republic have buried the dec
ades old superpower conflict, simply by nego
tiating an ironclad, absolute prohibition on the 
sale or gift of weapons of mass destruction to 
any Third World country. 

And this is the challenge that our diplomats 
and our statesmen must address in the post
cold-war era. 

Country of domiciliation: 
Argentina ...... .. ............... ....... ....... . . 
Austria ..... ...... .. ....... ..... ..... ........ ..... . 
Belgium .... .. ...... ... ......... ....... .... ...... . 
Brazil .... .... .... .... ...... ... ... .. .. .... ... ..... . . 
Switzerland ... .. .. .... ..... .... ... .. ... ..... ... . 
Egypt ............. .... .... ..... ............. •. .... . 
France .... ....... ..... .... ............. ...... .. .. . 
Federal Republic of Germany .. ..... .. 
Greece .................... .. ... ..... ... ... .... ... . . 
Holland ..... ........... .... ...... ...... ....... ... . 
India .... ...... ...... .... ... .. ... .... ... ........... . 
Iraq .. ...... .. ... ... ......... ........ .. ... .. ... ..... . 
Italy .... ..... ... .. .......... ..... ... ........ .. .... . . 
Japan .. .... ................. ... .. ... .. ............ . 
Jersey ... .. .. .. .... ..... .. ..... ...... ... .... ..... . . 
Monaco .. ....... ... .. .. .......................... . 
Poland ... ....... .......... ....................... . 
Spain ... ... ... ........ ..... .... ......... ... ... ... . . 
Sweden .. ..... .... .... .... ...... ... ..... .. ... .... . . 
United Kingdom .......... ....... .. ... ..... .. . 
United States .. .... .... ............... ........ . 

Total ... ..... ... .. .. ......... ......... ... .. ..... . 

THE POISON GAS CONNECTION--IRAQ'S SOURCES OF UNCONVENTIONAL TECHNOLOGIES 

Company 

Aerotech (Buenos Aires) ............................................................. . 
Conseltech SA ....................................................... . 
Intesa S.A. (Cordoba) ................................................................. . 
AST Consult Co ....................................... .. ........ ........ .......... .. ..... . 
Consultco ......................................... .......................... .. .. ............. . 
Emmerich-Assman ............................... .................... .................. . 
Feneberg ..................................................................................... . 
Lenhardt Metal Construction and Roofing ............ .. .................. . 
Neue Berger ... ... .................... ............... ......... .............................. . 
Swatek and C.emy ....... ........................................... .. .................. . 
Consultco .................................................................................... . 
Delta Consult Studien GmbH ............................................. .. . 
Delta System GmbH ................................................................... . 
Girozentrale Bank .. ..... ................. ......... ............... ....................... . 
Hutter und Shranz .......................................... ............................ . 
lbau ............................................................................................ . 
Denzel ........... .... .. ........................................................................ . 
Hirtenberger ........................................... .. ... ................................ . 
Steyer-Daimler-Puch ...................................................... ............. . 
Yoest-Alpine ............................................................................... . 
Philips Petroleum ....................................................................... . 
Sebata ........................................ .... ............................................ . 

Country 

Argentina .......... . 
Argentina .................. . 
Argentina ................... . 
Austria ....................... . 
Austria ..... .................. . 
Austria ....................... . 
Austria ....................... . 
Austria .... . 
Austria ....................... . 
Austria ....................... . 
Austria .... .. ................. . 
Austria ....................... . 
Austria ....................... . 
Austria ....................... . 
Austria ....................... . 
Austria ....................... . 
Austria .... ................... . 
Austria ........ . 
Austria .. ...... . 
Austria 
Belgium .. 
Belgium ..................... . 

Type Equipment delivered 

MT Consen group, missile tech ........ . 
MT ....................... ... .. . . Consen group, missile tech ......... . ............................ . 
MT ...... . Consen group, missile tech ................................................. . 
cw ............................. . Laboratory construction ......................................... ............... . 
cw ............................. . SAAD 16 construction ....... . ............................... .................. . 
cw ··········· ··················· Owner of Hutter and Schrantz .... ......................................... . 
cw .......... ...... ............. . Construction planning .......................................................... . 
cw ........................... . Steel construction, CW plant ................................................. . 
cw ..... . Percursor chemicals ................................................ ............... . 
cw ............................. . Sanitary equipment ................................................................ . 
MT ............................. . Saad 16 Engineering ................................... .. ......................... . 
MT ............................. . Electronics, plans (Consen) ...................................... ............. . 
MT .. .................. .... .. ... . 
MT ............................. . 

Consen group; missile tech ........ . 
Financing of weapons lab ...................................................... . 

MT ............................. . Construction of weapons lab ... ....... . 
MT ............................. . Blow-out wall, missile plant .................................................. . 
WT .............. ........ ....... . Helicopters from MBB ............................................................ . 
WT ·· ·· ············· Percussion caps and traction machines ............................... . 
WT ................... .. ...... .. . 
WT .............. ...... ...... ... . ~r!lsroJ~~~::~ ~-a ·~'.~~~~ - .c~~ · f·a·c ~ li~ .. :::::: ::::::::::::: ::::::: :::::: 
cw ............................. . Thiodiglycol sold to KBS ...................... . 
cw ............................. . Built CW plant ................................. . 

FT 20/11/89. 
FT 20/11/89. 
FT 20/11/89. 
Profil, 6/3/89. 
Spiegel, 13/89. 
Profil , 6/3/89. 
Profil , 2414/90. 
Kurier, 13/1/90. 

Source 

Austria State Radio, 411/89. 
Profil, 613189. 
Stem, 26/1/89. 
Kurier, 13/5190. 
FT, 20/11/89. 
Profil, 6/3/90. 
Profil, 8/5189. 
Profil, 8/5189. 
AFP. 
Profil, 13/8/90. 
Profil, 24/4190. 
The New York Times Magazine, 26/8/90. 
BBC Panorama, 2nt87. 
The Wash ington Post, 2518/90. 

Number 
of firms 

3 
17 
8 
1 

11 
1 

16 
86 
1 
2 
1 
2 

12 
1 
1 
2 
1 
4 
1 

18 
18 

207 

PRB (Poudrieres Reunies de Belgique) .......... ............................ . Belgium ..................... . MT ........................ .. ... . Sol id fuel. munitions/rockets Groot Bijgaarden De Standard, 1715190, WSJ, 19/4/90, At 
Tayar 4/9/90. 

Amalgamated Trading Ind. (All) ............................................... . 
Cockerill ······················································································· 
Forges de Zeebrugge Herstal .......... ........................................... . 
Six Construct ........... ......................... .......................................... . 
Space Research Corp ...................................................... ........... . 
Avibras .............. ......................................................................... . 
Companies Inc ........................................................................... . 

~Jd~ffro\~~i iiC::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Con sen S.A. (lug) ...................................................................... . 

Desintec A.G. (lug) .................. .................................................. . 
Schaeublin .................................................................................. . 
Schmiedemeccanica ................................................................... . 
Georg Fischer ............................................................................. . 
Space Research Corp ................................................................. . 
Von Roll ....................................................................... . 

VUF AG(Verwaltung und Finanzierungl ..................... ................. . 
WTB International AG ................................................................. . 
Atochem ...................................................................................... . 
Carbone Lorraine ........................................................................ . 
le Vide lndustriel ....................................................................... . 

~~!si··::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Protec SA ............................................................................. ....... . 

SVCM ............................. ... .......................................................... . 

~~Je~ ... ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
SNPE ........................................................................................... . 
Framatome ................................................................................. . 
St. Gobain ...................................... ............................................ . 
Technatome ................................................................................ . 
Usinor-Sacilor ............................................................................. . 
lntespace .................................................................................... . 

49-059 0-95 Vol. 137 !Pt. 1) 36 

Belgium ..................... . 
Belgium ... .................. . 
Belgium ..................... . 
Belgium ................. .... . 
Belgium ... .................. . 
Brazil ......................... . 
CH ............................. . 
CH ............................. . 
CH ............ ................. . 
CH ............ ........ ......... . 

CH ..................... ........ . 
CH ... .......................... . 
CH .................... ....... .. . 
CH ............................. . 
CH .................... ......... . 
CH ............................. . 

CH ............................. . 
Egypt ......................... . 
France ....................... . 
France ....................... . 
France .................. ... .. . 
France .................. ..... . 
France ....................... . 
France ....................... . 

France ....................... . 
France ..... .... .............. . 
France ....................... . 
France ....................... . 
France ....... ................ . 
France ....................... . 
France ....................... . 
France ....................... . 
France ....................... . 

WT ....... ...................... . 
WT ······························ 
WT ······· ·· ··· ··········· ······· 
WT ....... ... .. ..... .. .... .. .... . 
WT ....... .... ........ .......... . 
MT ............................. . 
cw 
cw 
MT .... ......................... . 
MT .... .. ....................... . 

MT ... .......................... . 
Nuclear ...................... . 
Nuclear ...................... . 
WT ..................... ........ . 
WT ....... ... ................... . 
WT ··· ··························· 

WT ............................. . 
cw ............................. . 
cw ............................. . 
cw ............................. . 
cw ............................. . 
cw ............................. . 
cw ............................. . 
cw ............................. . 

cw ······························ 
MT ............................. . 
MT .................... .. ....... . 
MT ............................. . 
Nuc lear ...................... . 
Nuclear ...................... . 
Nuclear ...................... . 
Nuclear ...................... . 
WT ............................. . 

Super-gun ............................................ ........................ . 
Super gun parts .......................................................... . 
Super gun parts ............. ...... .. .. . ............. ........... . 
Air base construction ....................................... ............. . 
Super-gun prime contractor ................................................... . 
Joint missile R&D programs ............................ .. .................... . 
Chemical percursors ....... .............................. ...... .... ................ . 
Engineering, Saad 16 ......... ...................... .. .. ... ... ...... .............. . 
Consen group, missile tech .............. ......... ........... .............. .. . . 
Missile technology; provided 150 electronics and computer 

engineers. 
Consen group, missile tech .................................. ........... .. .... . 
Tools for nuclear facility ................................ ... ...... .. ............. . 
Centrifuge assemblies ........ .. .................................................. . 
Tadji, casting molds, machinery for cannon plant ............... . 
Super-gun procurement office .. 
Tadji , super-gun parts .............. ............ ... ............................ . 

Middleman, financing ............................. ... ............... ............. . 
Saad 16, controler ............................ ......................... ............. . 
Sarin precursors to Montedison ............................................. . 
Subcontractor to Protec .......................................................... . 
Subcontractor to Protec ................ .......................................... . 
Subcontractor to Protec ...................................................... .... . 
Subcontractor to Protec .......................................................... . 
French partner to Karl Kolb; purchased manufacturing 

equipment and Tabun precursors for Samarra plant. 
Subcontractor to Protec .......................................................... . 
Missile guidance systems ...................................................... . 
Rocket motors, noules .......................................................... . 
Solid rocket fuel (w/Sn ia Bpd) ............................................ . 
Nuclear fuel for Osirak reactor .............................................. . 
Nuclear Technologies .... ......... ...... ........... ................................ . 
Osiris nuclear reactor ............................................................. . 
Special steels for centrifuges ................................................ . 
High resolution infrared cameras for observation satellites 

Via Brazil?. 

Groot Bijgaarden De Standaard, 18/5190, Monde et Vie. 

Mednews 3,21/22 (27/8/90). 

Mednews 1,12 (12111/88). 
New York Times, 31/1/89. 
Spiegel 18/89, Profil, 2414/89. 
FT 21/11/89. 
FT 20/11/89; NBC News 30/6/89, Kurier, (Austria) 13/5190. 

FT 20/11/89. 
Berliner Tagesspiegel 2218/90. 
Tages Anzeiger 3/9/90, Berliner Tagesspiegel 2218/90. 
Spiegel 28/90, lln/90. 

Tribune de Geneve, 1716/90, the New York Times Magazine 
26/8/90. 

Mednews 214190. 
Spiegel 19/89. 
BBC Panorama 2nt87. 
Nouvel Observateur 20/9/90. 
Nouvel Observateur 20/9/90. 
Nouvel Observateur 20/9/90. 
nouvel Observateur 20/9/90. 
Nouvel Observateur 20/9/90; IHT 21/9/90. 

Nouvel Observateur 20/9/90. 
Mednews No 1.17, 30/5188, the New York Times 24/5190. 
Mednews 3,21 02/4/90); SEP denies. 
Mednews 3, 12 (1214/90). 
CEA. 
Med news 214190. 
CEA. 
Spiegel, 8/90. 
Defence, Dec. 1989. 
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Company Country Type Equipment delivered 

Thomson-CSF ............................................... .............. .. ................ France ...... .. WT ............................. . Saad 13 electronics factory ................................................... . 
n 
M"yc"iiiiixiiis.~"i": ·;:::f: :: : : : : :: :::: :: :: :::: ::: : :: :: ::::: :: : :::: :: : : :: :: :: :: :: : :: ::: ~::f Ki1hii"::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ :::::::::::::................ ~~ ·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Mobile toxological labs ....................................... .................... . 
Saad 16: wind tunnel for missile and aerodynamics re-

Anton Eyerle ............................... ............. .. .................................. FRG ........................... .. CW ............. ................ . 
Aviatests (Rheinmetall subsidiary) .......... ......................... .......... FRG ............................. CW .............. .. ..... .. ...... . 

search. 
BP .... .............................. ........ ..................................................... . FRG ............................ . cw .................... ......... . Military research ..................................................................... . 
Cart Zeiss ................................................................................... . FRG ........................... .. cw ............................. . Equipment for Saad 16 CW lab ............................................. . 

Military research ...... ............................................................... . 
Buildings for CW plant .......................................................... . 
Construction, procurement ..................................................... . 

Deutsch BP .. ................ ......... ...................................................... . 
Heberger Bau GmbH ...... ...... .. .... .............. ... ............................... . 
I.BJ. ............................... .......... .......... .... ..................................... . 

FRG ........................... .. 
FRG ........................... .. 
FRG ... ......................... . 

cw ............................ .. 
cw ............................. . 
cw ............................. . 

Machinetools, CW packing ..................................................... . 
Project 9230, nerve gas plant ............................. ............ .. .... . 
Vehicule for mobile labs ......... ........... ................. .. ...... .. ......... . 
Saad 16, laboratory equipment for material testing; biologi-

lndustriewerke Karlsruhe, Augsburg (IWKA) ..................... ......... . 
lnfraplan .............................................................. .............. ........ .. 
lveco/Magirus/Deutz ..................... .. .................. .......... .. ..... ........ .. 
Kart Kolb ..................... ...................................... ...... .... .... .. .......... . 

FRG ............................ . 
FRG ....... ..................... . 
FRG .... ................. ...... .. 
FRG .. .... ...... ................ . 

cw ............................. . 
cw ....... ...................... . 
cw ............................. . 
cw ....... . 

cal agent equipment; Prime contractor o! Samarra CW 
plant. 

MBB ..................................................... ....................................... . FRG ............................ . CW ............. ........ .. ....... CW lab equipment for Saad 16 .. ..... .... ... ....... ........ ................ . 
Pilot Plant, dissolved ................................................................. . FRG ............ .. .......... ... .. CW .............................. Equipment for Samarra plant ......................... ....................... . 
Plato-Kuehn ...... .......................................................................... . FRG ............................ . CW .............................. Toxins ................ ...... ... ............... .. ........ ........ ............................ . 

CW .............................. Water-treatment, buildings for Samarra CW facil ity ........... .. 
CW .............................. Reactor vessels for Sarin; corrosion-resistant alloy parts .... . 

Preussag ....................................... .............................................. . 
Quast .......................................................................................... . 

FRG ........................... .. 
FRG ............................ . 

CW ......................... . Mobile toxicological lab ......................................................... .. 
CW ........ ......... .... .. ...... Inhalation system for toxic research ..................................... . 

Rhein-Bayern Vehicle Construction ........... .. .... ........................... . 
Rhema-Labortechnik ............................................. .............. .... ... . 

FRG ........................... .. 
FRG ........................... .. 

CW ........ ...... .. .. .. .. .. ...... Precursors for BW ............................ ............... ........................ . 

~: ::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~·u·;;.'O;s : .. iiriici.~i:iiii·;,··iiiaiii··:: :::: ::: :::::: : ::::: : : : ::::: : : ::: ::: : :: ::: :: : :: : : : 
CW .............................. Nerve gas plants ................................ ............... ................. .... . 

Sigma Chemie ..................................................... ... ............. ... .... . 
Sigma Chemie ..................................................... ....................... . 
W.E.T Engineering ............................................... ....................... . 
WTB Walter Thosti Boswau .............................. .. .... .. .................. . 

FRG ........................... .. 
FRG ....................... .... .. 
FRG ............................ . 
FRG ....... . 

AEG .............................................................. ............ .... ..... ...... .... . FRG ........ .. MT .... ................ .......... Weapons and ammunition production equipment ...... .......... .. 
Blohm Maschinbau ................................................ ..... ......... .. ... .. FRG ... .. MT .............................. Saad 16, computer controlled grind ing facilit ies ............... .. . 
Brown Boveri ............................................. .. .... ..... .. ...... .. ............ . FRG ........................... .. MT .............................. Electronics .......... ............... ........ .. ........ .... ............................. .. . 
Daimler-Benz ............................................... .... ........................... . FRG ...... ....... .. ............. . MT .............................. Vehicules ................................. .. ...... ....................... ....... ......... . 

MT .............................. Saad 16, military research; unspecified equip at CW plant . 
MT .............................. Machine-tools ... .............. ..... ................................ ................... . 
MT ............................. . General contractor for Saad 16 missile programs, computer 

programs; supplied machine tools, test equipment. 

r~~u~:rriei .. inii.usiri.e .. Aiisrfisiiiiiiien .. ::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Gildemeister Projecta GmbH .. .. ................................................. .. 

FRG ... .. ........ .. ........... .. . 
FRG ............................ . 
FRG ........................... .. 

GPA ............................................................... ... ........................... . FRG ........... ................ .. MT ............................. . Consen group ............ ....................................... ............ ..... ..... . 
Saad 16, computer programs ................................................ . 
Rocket nozzles, via Nasr (GB) ................................ ................ . 

Integral/Sauer lnformatic/IC:E .................................................. .. 
Leifeld & Co .... ..... ..... .................. .............. .. .. .. ..... ..................... .. 

FRG ............................ . 
FRG ............... ......... ... .. 

MT ........................... .. . 
MT ......... ...... ...... ........ . 

M.A.N ................ ... ...... ..... ........................ .. .............................. .... . FRG ................... .. ...... .. MT .. ..... ...................... . Tadji, missile launcher parts ..... ............................................ . 
Machine-tools ......................................................................... . 
Saad 16, research ............... ............................... .................... . 

Machinenfabrik Ravensburg ...................................................... . 
Mauser-Werke .................................................................... .... ..... . 

FRG .... .... ....... ....... .. .... . 
FRG .... ................. ...... .. 

MT ..... .... ..... ............... . 
MT .. .. .. ....................... . 

MBB ........ .. .......................................................... ........ ............ .. .. . FRG ................... ....... .. . MT .................... ...... . Training, engineering, R&D; electronic & testing of Condor II 
missile. 

Nickel GmbH (Hamburg) .......................................... ........ .. .. ..... .. FRG .... ......................... MT ............... .......... ... .. Climate control, missile plant ............................................... . 
PBG (Freiburg) ........ ................ ....... .... .. ............ ... ......................... FRG ........ ..................... MT ............................. . 
Promex Explorations GmbH .. .. ...... ..... .............. ............ .. .............. FRG ............................. MT ............................ .. 
Rheinmetall ..... ............................................................................ FRG ............................. MT ............................. . 
Siemens .......................................................... ............................ FRG .. ... .. ..... ................. MT ............. ... ............ .. 

Consen group; missile tech ....... .. ... .. ............... ................. .. ... . 
Middleman, CW. missile tech .... ... .. ................ ....... .. .............. . 
Tadji, missile propellants; parent firm of Aviatest .. ............ .. 
Electronic rocket fuel mixers; precision lathes and computer 

control equipment; programming equipment for Tadju 
complex; non-echoing room for Saad 16 missile R&D. 

International Trade Consulting SA Transtechnica (MBB sub- FRG .... ................... .. . MT ........ ..................... . Main Saad 16 subcontractor, providing lab equipment for 
sidiary). missile and CW R&D. 

Waldrich-Siegen ................... .............................. ... .. ... ....... .. ........ FRG ......................... . MT .............................. Machine-tools at missile plant ............................................. .. 

Wegmann ....... .. .......................................... .................................. FRG ............................. MT ..................... ........ . 
Weiss Technik ................. .. .... .... .. .... ...... ....................................... FRG ............................. Nuclear ................. .. .. .. 
Dillinger Huette-Sarstahl ............................................................ FRG ............................. Nuclear .............. .. ...... . 
Export-Union GmbH ..................................................... .. .. .. .......... FRG ........... .................. Nuclear ...................... . 
Ferrostaal (MAN subsidiary) ...................................................... .. FRG ........... ............. ..... Nuclear .. ............ .... ... .. 
H+H Metalform GmbH .. ........ .. ...... .... .. ........ .. ............. .. ....... ........ FRG ............. ....... .. ...... Nuclear .......... ............ . 

lnwako GmbH ...... .. ........... ..................... .... .. .................. ..... .. ....... FRG ..... ....... ................. Nuclear ...................... . 

KWU ......................................... .. ........... .. .. ... ..... ..................... ...... FRG .. .. ........ .. ........ ....... Nuclear ............ ..... .... .. 
Leybold AG ... ................ ............. .......... .. ....................................... FRG ............................. Nuclear .................... .. . 

M.A.N. Technologies Ltd ............................................................ .. FRG ............................ . Nuclear ...................... . 
Nukem .............. ... ...... ....... .... ....... ... ......... ..... ........... .... .... ........... . FRG ........ .................... . Nuclear ................. ... .. . 
Saarstahl ......................... .. .. .......... ............. .. .... ... .... .... .. .. .. ....... . .. FRG ... .... ...... ............... . Nuclear ............. ......... . 
TiiV ............................................................................................. . FRG ............................ . Nuclear ..... .. ...... ......... . 
ABB (Mannheim) ............................................................. ........... . FRG ............................ . WT ............................ .. 
Buderus, Feldmiihle subsidiary .................................................. . FRG ............................ . WT ............................. . 
Daimler Benz ............................... ........... ... ................................. . FRG ........................... .. WT ............................ .. 
Oynamit Nobel (Troisdorf) ...................... ......... .... ....... ...... ......... .. FRG ....... ............ .... ... .. . WT .. ... ... .. .. ................ .. 
Faun ........................................................................................... . FRG .......................... . WT .. ........................... . 
Hochtief (Essen) ......................................... ......... ... ........ ....... .. .. .. FRG .. ... .. ............ .. ..... .. . WT ........... .. ................ . 
Klockner lndustrie-Anlage GmbH ............................................... . FRG ........................... .. WT ................... ........ .. . 
Krauss-Kopf .................... .......................... .. ..................... ........... . FRG .. ................ ...... .... . WT ........................... .. . 
Lasco Umformtechnik ......... .. .......... ..... ..... ... .......... .... .. ........ ...... .. FRG ...... ................ ...... . WT .......... ................... . 
LOI lndustrieofenanlagen ........................................................... . FRG .... ............. .. ... .. .. .. . WT .... .. ........... ............ . 
Ludwig Hammer ......................................................................... . FRG ........................... .. WT ............................. . 
M.A.N. Roland .... .... ........ .... ........................................................ .. FRG ............................ . WT ............................ .. 
Mannesmann (Duisberg) .... ........................................................ . 
Mannesmann Demag-Hiittentechnik .. .. ............................... ....... . 

FRG ........................... .. 
FRG ...................... .. .... . 

WT ..................... ........ . 
WT ......... .. ................ .. . 

Mannesmann-Rexroth ................................................................. . FRG ............................ . WT ............................ .. 
Marposs (Krefeld) ....... .. ............ ........................ .. ...... .. .. ....... ...... .. FRG .... ....................... .. WT .............. .. ............. . 
Matuschka ........ ..... ...... ....... ........... ............................................ .. FRG ........................... .. WT .............. .. ....... ..... .. 
MBB ........................................................................................... .. FRG ............................ . WT ............................ .. 
Ravensburg ........... ..................................................................... . FRG ........................... .. WT ............................. . 
Ruhrgas .. ........... .. ...................................................................... .. FRG ............................ . WT .. ........................... . 
Schirmer-Ptate-Siempeklamp ..................................................... . FRG ............................ . WT .............. ...... .. ...... .. 
Schmidt, Kranz & Co ...... ............. ................... ...... ..................... . FRG ........................... .. WT ............. .. .............. . 

SMS Hasenclever ........................................................................ . FRG ............................ . WT ............................. . 
TBT Tiefbohrtechnik ................................................................ .. .. . FRG ... .................... .... .. WT ..... .. ..................... .. 
Thyssen .............................. .. .................................................... ... . 
Zublin ..... .. .... ............................. ............. ..... ............... ................ . 

FRG ........................... .. 
FRG ............................ . 

WT ..... ....... ..... ........... .. 
WT ............................ .. 

Dango & Dienenthal ...... ......... .. .............................................. .... . 
Kiirber AG (parent firm of Blohm) ............................................ .. 

FRG .................. .. ........ . 
FRG ............................ . 

WY .......... ............. .. .... . 
MT ............................ .. 

Advanced Technology Institute ......... .. ............................... .. ...... . Greece ........... ............ . WT ............................. . 
KBS ......................................... ............................ ..... ... ................ . Holland ..................... .. cw ........................ .... .. 
Melchemie .................................................................................. . Holland ...................... . cw ............................ .. 
Transpek India Ltd ....... ........ .................................... ................. .. India .......................... . cw ............................. . 
Teco (German-owned) .... ........................................................... .. Iraq ........................... .. cw .......... .... .. .... .. ...... .. 
Al-Arabi Trading company ......................................................... . 
Ausidet .......... .... ......................................................... .. .... .......... . 

Iraq ........................... .. 
Italy ...... .. .................. .. 

MT ............................. . 
cw ............................. . 

Tractor rocket launch system ............................................... .. 
Hot and cold chambers .......................................................... . 
Special steels for centrifuges .. ....... ... ...... .............................. . 
Metal for production of gas centrifuges ............................... . 
Main contractor, Tadji .... ............ ....... ..................... .. .............. . 
Rolling mill to manufacture centifuges, computer controlled 

facility for material checks, hardening of cannon barrels, 
cartridge cases, missile bodies. 

Ring magnets for uranium enrichment processing plant; 
SCUD-missile upgrade. 

Reactor core technologies ...................................................... . 
Tadji, high-temperature furnace; recasting plants for can-

non factory. 
Middleman for H+H ............................................................... . 
U-235 fuel pins; blocked ....................................................... . 
Maraging steel for centrifuge production at Tadji complex .. 
Materials testing, Tadji .......................................... ............. ... . 
Electrical equipment for furnaces at Tadji complex ............. . 
Casting technology for cannon plant at Tadji ...................... . 
Security vehicles ................................... ................................. .. 
Explosives ...... .... ..... .. .............................................................. . 
Transportation facilities .. .... .. .. .. ............................................. . 
Construction, Tadji ............................ ... .... ........................ ..... .. 
Steel boiler, foundry, compressors, machine parts for Tadji . 
Unspecified equipment at weapons plant ...... ...................... .. 
Weapon and ammunition manufacturing facilities .............. .. 
Special furnaces for hardening steel at Tadji complex ........ . 
Unspecified equipment at weapons plant ....................... ...... . 
Transportation equipment ..................................................... .. 
Super gun components .. .. ..................................................... .. 
Casting equipment for Tadji .......... ................ ......... ......... ..... .. 
Components for super-gun .... .... ............... ..... ........................ . 
Weapons and ammunition production facilities .................... . 
Parent of leico (leifeld & Co) ............. ... ........................ ....... . 
License for fuel-air explosives ................................. .......... .... . 
Boring equipment for cannon manufacturer at Tadji .......... .. 
Tadji ... .. ...... .. ........................... .. ............................................. .. 
Weapon and ammunition production facilities ....... ..... ........ .. 
Computer controlled facility for materials checks, hardening 

of artillery tubes. 
Forgoing press for Tadj i ................................... .. .................. .. . 
Machine tools, Tadji complex ................................................. . 
?? .................................................. .............................. ... ......... . 
Steel plant at Tadji complex .................................................. . 
Molten metal treatment, Tadji ............................................... . 
Machine-tools for Saad 16 ...... , .......... ................................... . 
Super-gun engineering w/SRC ......................................... ..... .. 
Th iodiglycol ... .......................................................................... . 
Precursor chemicals ............................................................... . 
Trionyl chloride ............................ ....... ... ................................. . 
Tadji, (middle-man??) ........ .................................................... . 
State-owned front; owns TDG ................................................ . 
Sarin precursors for Montedison ........................................... .. 

Source 

Jane's Defense Weekly, 614185. 
Monde et Vie 23/8190. 
Spiegel 33/90. 
Spiegel 4/89. 
Spiegel 33/1990, Profil 613189. 

Spiegel 13/89, 33,90. 
Spiegel 13/89, 33/1990. 
Spiegel 13/89, 33/1990. 
Blundestag, 20112/88. 
Spiegel 3/89, Stern 26/6189. 
Spiegel 2416189. 
Stern 1/89, NBC News. 
Spiegel 4/89. 
NYT 8/8/84, Spiegel 3/89, Stern 27/3/89, Christian Science 

Monitor 13/12/89. 

Stern 2611/89. 
Spiegel 3/89, NY Times. 
Spiegel 30/1/89. 
BBC Panorama 212187, Spiegel 13/8/90. 
BBC Panorama 212187, Christian Science Monitor 13/1/89. 
Spiegel 13/8190. 
Spiegel 4/89. 
Washington Times 31/1/89. 
Monde et Vie. 
Spiegel 34/90, NY Times. 
Stern 2611/89. 
Spiegel 33/1990. 
Spiegel 13/89, 33/1990. 
Profil, 815/89. 
Monde et Vie 23/8190. 
Spiegel 13/89, 33/1990. 
Spiegel 13/89, Monde et Vie 23/8190. 
Stern 26/1/89, 9/8190 Spiegel 13/89, 24190. 

Financial Times 21111/89. 
Stern 26/6/89. 
Der Spiegel 28/90. 
Financial Times 21/11/89, Spiegel 28/90. 
Spiegel 33/1990. 
Spiegel 13/89, 33/1990. 
Stern 9/8190. 

Vienna Profil, 815/89. 
FT 20/11/89. 
Mednews 3,12 (1214190) 
~8~e~~~if~~ · Monde et Vie, Profil 6/3/89. 

Stern 26/1/89; NBC News, 3/3/89, Spiegel 18/89, 19/89. 

K. Timmerman; la Grande Fauche (Paris, Editions Pion, 
1989). 

Financial Times 20/11/89. 
Vienna Profil, 8/5/89. 
Spiegel, 13/8190. 
Spiegel, 13/8/90. 
Spiegel, 28/90, 32190, 33/90. 
Spiegel, 917/90, 13/8190, 33/90, AFP. 

Spiegel, 35/90, 20/8190. 

Mednews 214190. 
Nucleonics Week 9/8/90, Spiegel 6/8190,32190, 33/90. 

Der Spiegel 18112189. 
Spiegel 33/1990; Energy Daily, 3/10/80. 
Spiegel 33/1990. 
Spiegel 33/90. 
Spiegel 28/90, 33/1990. 
Spiegel, 32190, 33/1990. 
Der Spiegel 2713/89. 
Spiegel 33/1990. 
Spiegel 13/8190. 
Spiegel 28/90, 32/90, 33/1990. 
Spiegel 9/8/90, 32190, 33/1990. 
International Herald Tribune 7-81/89. 
Spiegel 33/1990. 
SPIEGEL 32190, 33/1990. 
International Herald Tribune 7-811/89. 
Spiegel 13/8190. 
Spiegel 33/1990. 
Spiegel 28/90. 
Groot Bijgaarden De Standaard (Belgium) 815/90. 
Spiegel 33/1990 
Spiegel 9n /90. 
BBC Panorama 3/9/90. 
Spiegel 32190, 33/90. 
Spiegel 32190, 33/90. 
Spiegel 33/1990. 
Spiegel 33/90. 

Spiegel 32190, 33/1990. 
Spiegel 3211990. 
Spiegel 33/1990 (1318/90). 
Spiegel 28190, 33/1990. 
Spiegel 9n/90, 33/1990. 
Spiegel 13/89. 
NYT Mag 26/8190; Figaro 1/6190. 
BBC Panorama, 212187. 
Spiegel 3/89, Christian Science Monitor 13/12188. 
Far Eastern Economic Review, 30/8190. 
Spiegel 33/90. 
MEED, 2219/89. 
BBC Panoram~ . 212181. 
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Company Countiy Type Equipment delivered 

Montedison ............•..•.. !............................. ............ .. .................... Italy ............................ CW ............................. . Sarin Precursors to Melchemie .............................................. . 
Snia Techint (Fiat group) ............................................................ Italy ............................ CW ............................. . 
Technipetrole .............. ..... ......................... ............... .................... Italy .............. .............. CW ................... .......... . 
Snia Bpd ...................................................................... .. ............. Italy ............ ................ MT ............................. . 
Euromac (European Manufacturer Center) ................................. Italy ................ .. .......... Nuclear .. ... ................ .. 

· Snia Techint (Fiat group) ............................................................ Italy ................ .. .......... Nuclear ...................... . 
BNL (Banco Nazional del Lavoro) ...... ......................................... Italy ............................ WT ............................ .. 

CW lab for Saad 16 .................... ........................................... . 
Nerve gas plant, Akashat ...................................................... . 
Solid rocket fuel ............................................................. .. ...... . 
Iraqi front; krytron triggers .................. ................................. .. 
Hot Cells for Thuwaitha ...................................................... ... . 
FinanLing .... .... ... ..................................................................... . 

Danieli ........................................... .............................................. Italy ............................ WT ............................. . Tadji, steel rolling mill ................................................... .. ...... . 
Uva .............................................................................................. Italy ............... ............. WT ............ .............. ... . Forge equipment ........................................... .......................... . 
lstuto per la Ricostruzione lndustriale (IL VA). .......................... Italy ............................ WT ............................. . 
Societa delle Fucine .................................................................... Italy ............................ WT ............................. . 

Owns Fucine; super-gun parts ......................................... ..... .. 
Super gun parts (IL VA) .. ....................................................... . 

Minolta .. .......................................... .......... .................................. Japan .......................... WT ............. ~········· · ···· 
Transtechno ltd ........................ ....... .......... ................................. Jersey .......................... MT ............................. . 

Duplicating equipment ........................................................... . 
Consen group, missile tech ................................................... . 

Consen Investment S.A.M. .......................................................... Monaco ....................... MT ..... ........................ . Consent group, financing ....................................................... . 
Consen S.A.M. ............................................................................. Monaco ......... ........ ...... MT ................. ............ . Consen group; Missile tech .................................................... . 
Chemadex .................................................................................... Poland ........................ Nuclear ...................... . Repair work on uranium processing plant .... ........ ................ . 
lnt'I Trade Consulting SA ............................................ ................ Spain .......................... MT .................... ........ .. 
Casa ......... ................................................................................... Spain ................ ... ....... WT ............................. . 

Middleman for missile tech ................................................... . 
Helicopters from MBB ............................................................ . 

Trebelan ....................................................................................... Spain .......................... WT ............................. . Steel cradles for super-gun ..... .. .............. .. ........................ .... . 
International Trade Consulting SA .............................................. Spain .......................... MT ........ ..................... . 
Bofors .......................................................................................... Sweden ....... ................ MT ............................. . 

Middleman for misslie tech ................................................... . 
Electronics; Missile launchers .. .. ....................................... ..... . 

Canira Technical Corp ................... ............................................. UK ........................ :...... MT ............................. . 50 percent share owned by TOG; attempted buyout of 
Learfan, Belfast, to acquire carbon-carbon technology. 

Matrix Churchill ........................................................................... UK ................ .... .. ......... MT ............................. . Machine-tools, precision lathes (owned by Iraq) ... .. ............ .. 
Nasr Dependance Meed lnt'I ....................................................... UK ... .. .......................... MT ............................. . 
SRC Composites ................................... ....................................... UK ............................... MT ............................. . 

Iraqi front; rocket nozzles ..................................................... .. 
Joint venture SRCITDG; attempted buy-out of Canira/learjet 

factoiy in Ireland, 1989. 
TMG Engineering .......................... ............................................... UK ............................... MT ............................. . 
Trade Development Group ........................................................... UK ............................... MT ............................. . 

Iraqi front (TOG); bought Matrix-Churchill ....................... ..... . 
Iraqi-owned front, MT and wt purchases, finance of carbon-

tipped machine tool plant. 
Transtechno UK ........................................................................... UK .......................... .. MT ............................. . Consen group, missile tech ......................... .................... ...... . 
Consarc Engineering ................................................................... UK .............................. . 
Astra Holdings ................. ............................................................ UK ............................. .. 
BSA .................................................................... .. ........................ UK .............................. . 

Nuclear ...................... . 
WT ............................. . 
WT ............. ................ . 

High-temperature ovens ........................................... .. ...... ...... . 
Super-gun parts, owner of PRE .......... ...... ....... ............. .. ....... . 
Machine-tools for weapons plants ......................................... . 

Eaele Trust ............................................... ................................... UK .............................. . 
Global Technical & Management International .......................... UK ... .......................... .. 

WT ..................... ....... .. 
WT ............................. . 

Owner of Halesowen (equipment for super gun) .................. . 
Mine detection, acoustic detonators for sea mines .............. . 

Halesowen ............... ................................... ................................. UK .............................. . WT ............................. . Parts for SRC supergun .. ...... .. ................................. ............. .. 
lnt'I Highway Transports ........................................... .................. UK .... .. ........ ................ . WT ............................ .. Transport of super-gun parts ..... .......................................... . 
Meed International ...................................................................... UK .............................. . WT ......... .... ................ . Iraqi front; machine-tools ..................................... ................. . 
Sheffield Forge Masters .................. ..... ............. .. ........................ UK .............................. . WT ......... .................... . Super-gun barrils ................................................................... . 
Space Research Corp ................................ .................................. UK .............................. . WT ............................ .. Super-gun procurement office .............................................. .. 
Walter Somers ............................................................................. UK .............................. . WT ............................. . Hydralic equipment super-gun ............................................... . 
Center for Disease Control .......................................................... USA ............................ . BW ............................. . West Nile Fever virus ....................................................... .. .... . 
Al Haddad Trad ing ...................................................................... USA .................... ... ..... . cw ............................. . Sarin Precursors ... ................................................... ............... . 
Alcolac International ............................................................... .. .. USA ...... ....... .. ............ .. cw ............................ .. Precursor chemicals ................................................ ............... . 
Nu Kraft Mercantile Co ............................................................... USA ........ .... ... ............ .. cw ............................. . Precursor chemicals ............................ ......................... ..... ... .. . 
United Steel and Strip Corporation ............................ ................ USA .............. ............. .. cw ............................ .. Precursor chemicals ........................................................... .. .. . 
US Steel and Strip Corp .................. .. .......................... ........... .... USA ............ ............... .. 
Lummus Crest ............................................................................. USA ............................ . 

cw ............................ .. 
cw ............................ .. " Eihyieiie.Ciiiid.e .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Electronic Associates, Inc ..... ......... :............................................ USA ........................... .. MT ................... ......... .. Computers for missile R&D ................................................... . 
Hewlett Packard .............. ....... ............. ...... ................... ............... USA ............................ . MT ............................ .. Computers for missile R&D .............................................. ..... . 
Scientific Atlanta ............... .. ..................... ...... .... ....... .. ............... USA ........................... .. MT ......... ................... .. Computer for missile R&D ..................................................... . 
Wiltron Company ......... .............. :...... ... ... ... .... ...... ........................ USA ........................... .. MT ............................ .. Computer equipment, scalar analyzer system ...................... . 
XYZ Options .............................................. ................................... USA .. .................... ..... .. MT ......... .......... .......... . Carbon-tool machine tool bits ............................................... . 
Consarc .............................. ................ ...... ................................... USA ........................... .. Nuclear ............ .......... . High-temperature ovens ......................................................... . 
BNL (Banco Nazional lavoro) ..................................................... USA ........................... .. WT ............................. . Atlanta branch of italian owned bank, financing ................. . 
Centrifueal Castine ...... ............................................................... USA ........................... .. WT ............................ .. Machine-tools for gun barrels ............................................... . 
Sitico ........................................................................................... USA ........................... .. WT ............................. . Iraqi financed from for VUF It. ............................................. . 
Tektronix, Inc ............................................................................... USA ........................... .. WT ............................ .. Computer graphic terminal ............................................... ..... . 
Textronix ........... ...................................................................... ..... USA ........................... .. WT ............................. . Computers for missile R&D ............................................... .. .. . 

BBC Panorama, 212187. 
Mednews 3.12 (214/90) . 
liberation 1213184. 
Mednews 3,12 (1214190). 

Source 

AFP, AP, 2913/90, Spiegel 9fl/90. 
L'Express 4110/80. 

Spiegel 28190. 
Monde et Vie 23/8190 
Reuters I 415190. 
Reuters 1415/90, Financial Times, 15/5/90. 
NBC NEWS, Monde et Vie. 
FT 20/11/89. 
FT 20/11/89. 
FT 20/11/89. 
Washington Post 2518190. 
Mednews 3,12 (1214/90). 
AFP. 
Financial Times 2615190, Monde et Vie 23/8190. 
Mednews 3/12 (12/4/90). 
Financial Times 2615190, Monde et Vie 23/8/90. 
MEED, 2219/89. 

WSJ, US News and World Report 416190, MD. 
Der Spiegel 28/90. 
Financial Times 17/4190. 

MEED 2219/89. 
BBC Panorama 3/9/90, Mednews 214/90. 

FT 20/11/89. 
NY Times 1617/90. 
WSJ 19/4/90, MD, AFP 515/90. 
BBC Panorama 3/9/90. 
Monde et Vie 23/8190. 
London Press Association 30/3/90, Monde et Vie 23/8/90. 
London Press association 17/4190. 
TRT/TV 29/4190; Monde et Vie 23/8/90. 
BBC Panorama 3/9/90. 
Reuters, AP, 11/4190. 
Reuters, AP, 11/4190. 
Wall Street Journal 2314190. 
NBC News, 11/4190. 
BBC Panorama 212187. 
US News and World Report 416190. 
New York Times 31/1190. 
New York Times 31/1/89 
Monde et Viez 23/8/90. 
Washington Times 27/4190. 
ABC News 7 /9/90. 
Mednews 3, 12 (2/4/90), Washington Post 3/5190. 
Washington Post 3/5189. 
L'Express 7/9/90, Washington Post 3/5/89. 
Financial Times, 21/11/89. 
NY Times 16/7/90. 
Chicago Tribune 615190. 
ABC News, 20/8190. 
Mednews 214190. 
Washington Post 3/5189. 
Mednews 3,12 (2/4/90). 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ENG
LISH]. 

At a breakfast I attended at the White 
House yesterday morning-Friday, Jan. 11-1 
asked President Bush whether he would ap
prove-if hostilities should begin-the continu
ation of those hostilities until Saddam Hussein 
is removed from power. The President re
sponded that he could not provide me with 
that assurance. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER]. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, obviously, voting to commit 
our American forces to war is the toughest 
vote any Member of Congress can cast-and 
that is as it should be. It is difficult to work 
one's way through the slogans, friendships, 
and political alliances to reach the hard basic 
facts and then weigh them carefully in making 
a decision. 

In this case, I weighed carefully the stated 
goals as outlined by President Bush over the 
past few months-protecting our allies, releas
ing the hostages, halting the development of 
nuclear weapons, stopping a tyrannical dic
tator, protecting jobs and oil, as well as getting 
Iraqi forces out of Kuwait. These are all worth
while goals. Some have already been 
achieved. 

However, the resolution passed by the Unit
ed Nations and the Solarz-Michel resolution 
authorize the use of whatever means are nec
essary to achieve one of the remaining 
goals-the removal of Iraqi forces from Ku
wait. 

As I weigh the cost in lives-and military ex
perts tell us a war will cost us several thou
sand American lives-it simply is not worth the 
cost to achieve the goal of pushing Iraqi 
forces out of Kuwait while possibly leaving 
Saddam Hussein in power. The source of the 
problems we are facing is Saddam Hussein. 
To leave the door open for him to remain in 
power after the loss of thousands of American 
lives is unacceptable. For this reason, I op
pose the Solarz-Michel resolution. 

If hostilities should begin, I strongly support 
allowing our military commanders to take 
whatever steps they determine are necessary 
to bring the conflict to a speedy conclusion 
with as little loss of American lives as pos
sible. I hope that if a war begins, President 
Bush will see the wisdom of doing it right-not 
stopping our forces until Saddam Hussein is 
out of power. If History has taught us any
thing, it's that war is an all or nothing busi
ness. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
oppose the Solarz-Michel resolution. 
Yesterday, I received this advice from 
the President-Vote with your heart. 
Let me speak from the heart. With my 
sincere respect, I will not be with you 
today, Mr. President, but maybe to
morrow, and many times in the future. 

But today I rise as a freshman cast
ing my first votes. I am one of the 
youngest members of this august body 
and come here with high hopes in my 
heart, prayer in my thoughts, idealism 
in my dreams, and a belief in the mag
nificence of America. Let us work a lit
tle longer with purpose toward peace 
and with patience and principle. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. PICKLE]. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I thought 
the previous resolution offered the best 
hope to gain some valuable time for ne
gotiation-a week or 2 weeks. I hope 
that the President will nonetheless 
hear the message that we continue to 
hope and pray that a peaceful resolu-
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tion to the Persian Gulf crisis can be 
found. A few days extension past Janu
ary 15 is not a sign of indecision on the 
part of the President, nor grant of 
delay for Hussein. 

Only three days remain until the 
January 15 deadline set forth by the 
U .N. Security Council for Saddam Hus
sein to withdraw his troops from Ku
wait. As that date draws closer, I hope 
the President will bear foremost in his 
mind that January 15 is a deadline for 
Saddam Hussein alone. It is not a dead
line for this country or our allies to 
initiate offensive military action to 
drive Iraqi troops out of Kuwait. 

If this House votes to authorize the 
President to use offensive military 
force, it is my most fervent hope that 
he will not use it too quickly. It must 
remain as the ultimate and final alter
na ti ve, to be used only after every 
other avenue to resolve this crisis 
peacefully has been completely ex
hausted. I'm confident the President 
feels the same way. 

Once again, I call upon the President 
to continue to remain patient and 
flexible, and to consider any viable, re
sponsible possibility to resolve this cri
sis peacefully. I know the hope grows 
dimmer with each passing hour, but I 
want to believe hope still exists for 
bloodshed to be averted. 

If every hope for diplomacy and nego
tiation has expired, then so be it. We 
should close ranks and support the 
President. But I pray that such a con
clusion is only considered after all oth
ers have failed. Help us Mr. President, 
if you can. Show the American public 
you will go the extra step if any pos
sible settlement can be achieved. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Maine 
[Mr. ANDREWS]. 
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Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. In a few 
minutes the Congress of the United 
States will vote to go to war. I will 
not. 

Resolving conflict, standing up to 
brutality and aggression without rush
ing in to war is and al ways will be the 
most difficult course. But it is and it 
always will be the right course. 

It was a lesson that was taught to me 
by my parents and a lesson that I 
learned in the schoolyard. It is a lesson 
that we are all taught by the Bible. 
And, yes, it is indeed a very difficult 
lesson and it is a very difficult course. 

But indeed it is the right course. 
That course, giving peace every pos
sible chance to work before rushing 
into war, is about to be rejected by this 
Congress. Hundreds and hundreds of 
people from my district at home in 
Maine have called me in just the last 
few days. Some are angry. Many are 
scared. All are worried. 

But just about every single one of 
them has asked me, "Why, why when 
we have such a powerful alternative to 

war, are we committing this Nation to 
war?" 

Yesterday was the most difficult day, 
one of the most difficult days of my 
life, not because I struggled with how I 
was going to vote today but because I 
struggled to understand, myself, why, 
with the effective and real alternatives 
we have before us, why this Congress 
will vote today to go to war. 

That question has haunted me every 
day of my young congressional career, 
and it haunts me as I stand before you 
today. But it will tear and it will rip at 
me when the mother or the father of a 
soldier from my district in Maine who 
has died in the desert in the Persian 
Gulf looks me in the eye and asks: 
"Why?" 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BUSTAMANTE]. 

Mr. BUSTAMANTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the distinguished majority lead
er for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the Solarz-Michel resolution. Our com
mon goal is to remove Iraqi forces from 
Kuwait. Our differences exist on the 
tactics that get us there. 

The choices before us today are clear: 
Either we bomb Iraq or starve it. The 
war option results in immediate sac
rifices. 

The economic option, in my opinion, 
is the wiser course because it will re
duce the risk of American casualties 
and cost. 

Since we are dealing with the issue of 
life and death, it is a mark of prudence 
to take the safer, wiser course. 

Economic sanctions may not have 
the effect of toppling Saddam Hussein 
quickly from power. But they will 
work to further weaken Iraq militarily. 

I don't question the use of the war 
option, but I do question using the war 
option at this time. We waited 40 years 
to win the cold war. 

Why can't we show a little more pru
dence in letting the sanctions work to 
weaken Iraq militarily while the mul
tinational military capability in
creases? 

I don't question the comparison that 
many have made that Saddam Hussein 
is another Hitler. But let's not forget 
that for 10 years he was our Hitler. We 
were in bed with Saddam. 

When Saddam Hussein unleased bio
logical and chemical warfare against 
the Iranians, we assented. 

When Saddam Hussien used biologi
cal and chemical warfare against his 
own people, the Kurds, we assented. 

When some of us tried to block ship
ments of military spare parts, the ad
ministration said, no, Saddam Hussein 
is our friend. 

When some of us urged the President 
to reduce subsidies of agricultural 
products to Iraq, the administration 
said, no, Saddam Hussein is our friend. 

Now we are being asked to support 
this resolution because Iraq is on the 

brink of becoming a nuclear power. 
And what did this administration do to 
prevent that? 

Shortly after our first deployment to 
the Persian Gulf, the Commerce De
partment approved an export applica
tion for a supercomputer shipment 
that would assist Iraq's goal in its nu
clear program. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is a 
product of an imprudent and failed pol
icy of the past decade by this and the 
prior administration. 

It further paints us into a corner of 
our own making and provides us with 
no real further options in dealing with 
the creature of our own making that 
we call Saddam Hussein. 

This resolution leaves us with only a 
single isolating option-war. 

It is our duty to explore every pos
sible diplomatic and economic option 
available to us, and this resolution lim
its this Nation from considering a 
broader range of alternatives. 

It is for these reasons, Mr. Speaker, 
that I cannot support the Solarz
Michel resolution. 
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Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. ALEX
ANDER]. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
a question. How long, Mr. Speaker; how 
long, Mr. President, will our economic, 
political, and military strategies be de
pendent on foreign oil? 

I oppose the resolution. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NE'ITA]. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo
sition to the Michel-Solarz resolution. My col
leagues, make no mistake about the meaning 
of this resolution and of this vote. This resolu
tion amounts to an abdication of the Congress' 
exclusive responsibility to declare war. Let us 
be very clear: Our approval of this resolution 
will hand over to the President the ability to 
place the lives of American men and women 
at risk on January 16. 

My friends, I am not convinced that we have 
reached that last resort. I am not persuaded 
that the President of the United States and the 
President of the United Nations have ex
hausted every last remedy short of war. And 
I am troubled by the possibility that the U.S. 
Congress may vote to allow one man, the 
President of the United States, to make that 
determination. 

The Persian Gulf crisis is a critical test for 
the new world order. The leadership and the 
deeds of the United States and of the nations 
united against Iraq's aggression will determine 
whether we will enter the post-cold-war era in 
the last decade of the 20th century with a 
strong victory for collective international action 
or with yet another failure of the global com
munity to discipline a lone outlaw. Yet peace 
may be preserved and aggression deterred 
without a shot being fired. 
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Mr. Speaker, I supported the President's ini

tial response to Iraqi aggression, and, as I 
have said, I am just as determined as the next 
American to force Iraq out of Kuwait. My dif
ferences with the President are on our means 
toward that goal. It seems very clear to me 
that the administration has not walked that 
extra mile to pursue a peaceful, diplomatic 
resolution of this crisis. When thousands of 
lives are at risk, it ought to be incumbent upon 
the President to continue to seek out every 
avenue, every forum, every interlocutor to dis
cuss means of resolving the crisis without 
bloodshed. Some have said that we cannot 
allow Iraq to "save face." My colleagues, I do 
not mind Iraq saving face if it saves the lives 
of 5,000 American citizens. 

Much of our debate has centered on one 
question: Are the sanctions working? Two 
former Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
former Secretaries of State and Defense and 
a former National Security Adviser have testi
fied that the United States should maintain the 
sanctions well past that arbitrary deadline next 
week until Iraq does begin to suffer from the 
embargo and expresses a willingness to dis
cuss its withdrawal or until it is clear to a ma
jority of experts and the Congress that the 
sanctions will not be severe enough to force 
that concession. I am willing to give the sanc
tions time, with American lives at stake, and I 
would urge my colleagues to hold that line as 
well. 

Every Member of this body agress that war 
should be the last resort. We have not 
reached the last resort. The most experienced 
and knowledgeable former members of our 
Defense, State and Intelligence agencies tes
tify that sanctions have not been given a 
chance to work. U.N. diplomatic efforts have 
not been exhausted. And the lives of thou
sands of Americans hang in the balance. We 
gain nothing by handing over the Congress's 
assent to war at this early hour, and we have 
everything to lose by refusing to maintain a 
policy that is working very well. Give peace a 
chance for the sake of your countrymen on 
the front lines. Vote to preserve the Congress' 
prerogative to declare war, and vote against 
the Michel-Solarz resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. GEPHARDT], the majority 
leader, for recognizing me for 3 min
utes. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak 
against the Solarz-Michel resolution. I 
also rise to speak for peace. 

The vote, this vote, this simple vote, 
this one little vote, that we are about 
to cast today has become a vote of con
science. However we vote, it says some
thing about who we are as individuals 
and who we are as a people. 

We used to call this resolution, for 
that is what it really is. By voting for 
this resolution my colleagues are vot
ing for a declaration of war. The Amer
ican people do not want war. 

Mr. Speaker, people called my office 
this morning crying on the telephone 

saying, "Stop the war. We don't want 
war." 

History will testify to the fact that 
wars are poor builders of a peaceful to
morrow. We should be prepared to cast 
our lot with sanctions. We have an op
portunity; it is not too late to turn 
back the dark clouds of war. It is not 
too late. · 

What is wrong with being patient? 
Patience is not appeasement. Patience 
is not a dirty and nasty concept. 

I ask my colleagues, "Are we ready 
to accept the burden of history? Will 
we fight a war that didn't have to be?" 

As a nation, as a people, and as Mem
bers of this body, we must accept the 
idea that means and ends are insepa
rable. If we are going to make real the 
idea of a new world order, a world com
munity at peace with itself, then the 
means by which we struggle must be 
consistent with the end we seek. If 
peace is the end we seek, then the 
means must be peaceful. 

During the past few years we have 
witnessed a nonviolent revolution in 
Eastern Europe, a revolution of value, 
a revolution of ideas. We are seeking 
people in Africa, Asia, South America, 
moving toward democracy using the 
discipline and philosophy of non
violence. These people were not in
spired by bombs, or guns or missiles. 
They were inspired by our Constitu
tion, our Declaration of Independence, 
and our Bill of Rights. 

I say to my colleagues, "We have a 
chance, a last chance, a last oppor
tunity to give peace a chance in the 
Middle East and not the tools of de
struction and death." 

Mr. Speaker, there is a better way, a 
more creative way, a more excellent 
way. I do not want the blood of Amer
ican young men and women, nor the 
killing of tens of thousands of innocent 
people who call the Persian Gulf home 
to be on my hands, nor on my con
science. Whatever we do as a Congress, 
it will happen on our watch. Both the 
spirit and judgment of history will be 
on us. 

Maybe we should all lay down the 
burden of war. I have made up my mind 
that I am going to follow the words of 
the old spiritual. "I am going to lay 
my burden down, down by the river
side. I ain't gonna study war no more." 

We should also heed the words of the 
Scripture, "Blessed are the peace mak
ers, for they should be called the chil
dren of God." 

We should be the makers of peace, 
not war. Mr. Speaker, and my col
leagues, let January 15 serve as our 
moral deadline by rejecting this resolu
tion of war. Let us vote for peace. Give 
peace a chance in the Middle East. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
WEBER]. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 

the gentleman from California [Mr. 
GALLEGLY]. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, as an 
original cosponsor of Michel-Solarz, I 
rise in support as a last hope for peace. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FIELDS]. 

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of our President and his 
constitutional capacity as Commander 
in Chief. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
BARRETT]. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the Michel-Solarz amendment. 

Congress must send the signal, and not 
empty threats, to Saddam Hussein that the 
Nation stands behind the President and is se
rious and committed to enforcing the U.N. res
olutions. To do otherwise would only encour
age further Iraqi intransigence and Hussein's 
terrorism, brutality, and quest for military domi
nation of the Middle East. 

I believe that signal is best made with the 
passage of House Joint Resolution 62, the So
larz-Michel resolution, which authorizes the 
President to order our troops to free Kuwait 
from Iraqi occupation. The House accepted 
House Joint Resolution 62. I rejected the two 
nonbinding resolutions also debated by the 
House. 

The first, as worded, House Concurrent 
Resolution 1, is confusing and has the wrong 
message for Saddam Hussein; however this 
resolution passed the House 302-131. This 
country must stand together against aggres
sion, but sincerely, this resolution does not 
deal with the reality of the situation in the Per
sian Gulf. 

This nonbinding resolution unnecessarily 
tries to reaffirm Congress' authority in declar
ing war. I believe the Constitution clearly stipu
lates that Congress has the sole and awe
some responsibility to declare war. And Con
gress is deciding this issue and will have the 
opportunity to vote. House Concurrent Resolu
tion 1 could not further define that burden. 

The second resolution debated, the Hamil
ton-Gephardt resolution, House Concurrent 
Resolution 33 would have also sent a mixed 
signal to Iraq. While giving approval for the 
use of force to defend our troops and to en
force U.N. economic sanctions, this resolution 
also required further congressional approval of 
any military action. Signaling Hussein that we 
have more patience to offer, as this resolution 
proposed, was defeated 183 to 250. 

Hussein has demonstrated time and time 
again that he does not respond to patience, 
diplomacy, or to our appeals on moral de
cency, with any movements toward peaceful 
settlement. He only uses our goodwill to 
strengthen his stranglehold on Kuwait and 
ready his military machine to bring down upon 
the peoples of the Persian Gulf and the world 
his most heinous and destructive weapons of 
war. 

House Concurrent Resolution 33 would 
have tied the hands of our President, and of 
our troops in the gulf, with conditions that ca-
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pitulate our responsibilities in defending what 
is right and defeating what is wrong. 

I cannot fathom a more soul wrenching ex
perience, nor am I likely to ever make a more 
difficult .decision, than the votes I made today. 
I voted to give our President the authority, pro
vided that diplomatic efforts and economic 
sanctions have failed, to commit our forces to 
battle in the event that Saddam Hussein's 
forces fail to leave Kuwait. 

The President, as Commander in Chief of 
our Armed Forces, must be given the flexibility 
to meet the demands placed on our country 
and to preserve and protect our national inter
ests. 

Presidents have deployed our troops over 
200 times in our country's history. Congress 
has declared war only five times. In this in
stance, and as a veteran, I believe that au
thorizing the President to commit our troops to 
battle in the Persian Gulf, fundamentally im
proves our chances of achieving peace and 
reaffirms Congress' role as described in our 
Constitution. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, to 
close debate on this side I yield the bal
ance of my time to the leader of the 
Republican Party, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. MICHEL], principal sponsor 
of the resolution we are now consider
ing. 
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Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, may I at 

the very outset compliment you for 
coming off the rostrum to become just 
the Member of your district from 
Washington and for the caliber and 
quality of your remarks, so appropriate 
for the occasion. Yes, I would have to 
say it was a fine hour for the House of 
Representatives, particularly in your 
dissertation that you gave. 

I do not know what history will say 
about our debate, but I do know it will 
be said that during the crisis of the 
gulf, the Members of the 102d Congress 
stood up and were counted. The Con
stitution, the American people, and the 
cause of freedom have been well-served 
during these 3 days in January 1991. 

Now the question of each of us is how 
best can I help to achieve a just peace? 
I believe it is far more preferable to 
pursue a long-term objective of real 
peace in the region by sharing with the 
President of the United States the risk 
of war in the short term. That is a 
question of high public policy, but it 
can be answered only in the private 
reaches of the heart, where the still 
small voice of conscience roars like 
thunder. 

Mr. Speaker, I voted against the last 
resolution, one of those 250. Let me tell 
you why. 

I guess younger Members are tired of 
hearing of World War II types always 
using the prelude to that war as a 
model for foreign policy. For so many 
Members, your war was the Vietnam 
war. That war shaped your thinking 
one way or the other. A different war, 
different lessons. 

But allow me one last reference to 
the period with a Churchillian quote. 
He says: 

Those who procrastinated in the face of 
Nazi aggression, "were decided only to be un
decided, resolved to be irresolute, adamant 
for drift, solid for fluidity, and all powerful 
to be impotent." 

It sounds like a critic's characteriza
tion of our own Congress in the past 
several years at times. 

I, like so many other members of my 
generation, am haunted by the ghosts 
of Munich and the ghosts that Munich 
produced, and that is why I am so op
posed to a policy of delay against ag
gression threatening our vital national 
interests. 

At this point you might be saying all 
right, but that was then, and this is 
now. And I agree. There is not a perfect 
fit between the lessons of Munich and 
the problem of Kuwait. New problems 
demand new approaches. 

All I could ask is that we at least 
consider that delay often can have 
more serious consequences later on 
than swift action. This is not just a 
theory. It happened once, to the horror 
of the world. What reason do we have 
to believe our time is immune from a 
similar disaster? 

Mr. Speaker, President Bush has 
forthrightly and openly asked for our 
help. How can we at this time of crisis 
turn our backs on him before the entire 
world? Our American troops in the gulf 
have bound themselves by sacred ties 
of duty and honor and willingness to 
sacrifice. Cannot we at least be bound 
to a binding resolution that will give 
their Commander in Chief what he has 
requested? 

This is, in the final analysis, a vote 
that transcends all the differences we 
may have, political, ideological, or 
generational. And, yes, as the Speaker 
so eloquently said in his remarks, this 
is a vote of conscience, and I am so 
proud to be associated with our distin
guished array of bipartisan cosponsors. 
I want to thank them all, the Demo
cratic side, the Republican side, for 
their great contributions to this effort. 
We hope that the contribution of your 
conscience will persuade you to vote 
with us on our resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO]. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise as 
I have several times over the last 2 
days in opposition to the declaration of 
war and in opposition to Solarz-Michel. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MCCLOS
KEY]. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to the Solarz reso
lution. 

As has been stated by the most respected 
Admiral Crowe among others, the con
sequences of war would be unpredictable. 

The Pentagon's own casualty estimates for 
ground attacks on Kuwait show casualties 
could exceed 50 percent. 

The President plans to attack under U.N. 
auspices. A U.N. Administrator in the Sudan 
laments that likely blockage of the Suez Canal 
and the Red Sea will bring famine of massive 
and biblical proportions for millions of Ethio
pians and Sudanese. 

And just think of the environmental catas
trophe stemming from burning oil fields and 
oil-choked seas. 

Let's not pretend we're going to easily con
trol the consequences. 

Vote against the Solarz resolution a declara
tion of war. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUN
zro]. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the Solarz resolution. 

It is a premature and hazardous course to 
follow when we have not yet exhausted all of 
the diplomatic and economic avenues avail
able to us. 

Toughness, patience, and persistence pay 
off when economic sanctions are imposed. 
Five months are not enough. It will take until 
at least spring or early summer to weaken 
Saddam militarily and destroy his ability to ef
fectively wage war. 

There are those who feel that a quick-fix 
war will force Iraq out of Kuwait. I do not 
agree. The hoped-for quick-fix could easily 
lead to sending the world up in flames. It is 
easy to start a war, but difficult to stop it. And 
once started, there is no going back. And the 
price to pay will be devastating. 

Are we ready to reimpose the draft on our 
young people? 

Are we ready to raise taxes to pay for this 
war? 

Are we ready for the certain death and de
struction, and the loss of American lives that 
will come from this war? 

Are we ready for the acts of terrorism and 
sabotage that will be unleashed on Ameri
cans? 

I think not, and therefore, I urge that we ex
haust every alternative before turning to war. 
I urge my colleagues to vote against the So
larz-Michel resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the Solarz-Michel 
resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I came
to this body as an advocate for jobs, 
justice, and peace. As the Member who 
introduced the first Martin Luther 
King holiday bill, I cannot tell you how 
disappointed I am that this resolution, 
an undated declaration of war, would 
go into effect on the birthday of this 
great leader of nonviolence. I conclude 
that our national interests are not at 
stake, and I will oppose this resolution. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the Gep

hardt resolution calling for continued sanctions 
against Iraq, and I strongly oppose the throw
back to the Gulf of Tonkin resolution, the So
larz-Michel resolution, which effectively gives 
the President a undated and cloaked declara
tion of war. 

I came to Congress in the spirit of Dr. Mar
tin Luther King, whose birthday and message 
of peace we celebrate next week. Dr. King 
taught us of the wisdom of dialog and peace, 
its possibilities for the ultimate enhancement 
not only of human rights but of our self-inter
ests. He taught us of the dangers of the im
petuous temptations toward violence, its un
predictable consequences and unanticipated 
costs. He taught us that peace is the ultimate 
civil right, that it is our incumbent obligation to 
ensure its survival to the greatest extent of our 
ability. 

It was on this basis that I opposed the 
undeclared wars of Vietnam and Nicaragua, 
the military strikes in Grenada and Panama, 
the military support for paramilitary death 
squads in El Salvador. I believe they en
hanced neither democratic rights nor ultimate 
U.S. interests. And it is on this basis that I op
pose the Solarz-Michel resolution, giving the 
President a declaration of war. 

The August 2 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait was, 
by any standards, a ruthless act of aggres
sion. And the world's response to date has 
been a miraculous one: A Congress of nations 
made a virtually unanimous moral judgment in 
its first major cooperative undertaking in years, 
taking swift action against Saddam Hussein's 
military subjugation of his neighbor. In the face 
of this barbarism, old hatred and distrust was 
discarded, new alliances were forged, and 
many a speech was given by our President 
and others about the new world order, found
ed in the unprecedented events of 1990, were 
international frictions were relieved by means 
other than force. By passing the Solarz-Michel 
resolution, we threaten that new world order, 
the lives of thousands of young Americans, 
our domestic strength and the American Con
stitution. 

Passage of the Solarz-Michel resolution is a 
declaration of war: It authorizes the President 
to take this Nation to war if he sees it nec
essary. Its wording-a modern day equivalent 
of a Gulf of Tonkin resolution-reveals two 
critical truths: That the President would lose 
critical votes by asking the Congress for a for
mal declaration of war, and that he will not 
concede to the fact that only the Congress 
has the power to declar war. 

Intelligence reports tell us that a war in the 
Arabian desert is likely to be protracted over 
a period of many months, with hundreds of 
thousands of American troops caught in an 
unfamiliar desert, fighting a high-technology 
war with divided support around the world and 
at home. 

While the world coalition is likely to maintain 
solidarity during the course of peaceful sanc
tions, its already unenthusiastic support for 
war is likley to further fracture in the course of 
an extended war. Europe and Japan are more 
likely to pursue their agendas of economic ad
vancement in the coming year than they are to 
become embroiled in an inferno on the Saudi 
front. A United States war in the Arab Penin
sula could be a very lonely one. 

And whether the war lasts 1 O days or ten 
months, whether it is fought with some of the 
allies or by ourselves, the decimation of Iraq 
and its rules will have geopolitical con
sequences-the creation of new power vacu
ums-that are being generally ignored. There
fore, even if we win, we still lose. Blowing 
away Saddam Hussein might give great satis
faction to even the most reasonable of men 
and fulfill a desire for an ultimate censure of 
a despot. But his removal would only fan the 
flames of this politically volatile region. 

Regional security would be the first casualty 
of a gulf war. With Iraq removed as the domi
nant military power in the region, terrorist 
Syria and fundamentalist Iran will · inherit the 
mantle of leadership among Arab countries. 
Arab masses, reacting to the specter of the 
loss of Arab lives, may become hostile to Arab 
regimes that endorsed military action and to 
the United States. Israel, threatened by an in
creasingly radicalized and hostile Arab world, 
may be more likely to resort to use of its nu
clear weapons to impose its will on this region. 
American prestige, the critical multilateral bal
ance of power in the region, and principle of 
collective security are therefore all likely to be 
casualties of the war. 

And while we speak about the casualties of 
war what are we to tell the thousands of 
American parents and spouses-and the dis
proportionate number of African-Americans, 
still aching from the President's veto of the 
Civil Rights Act-when their loved ones come 
home bagged in plastic? That because the 
President ordered more than 400,000 troops 
to the desert he had to save face? If we at
tack, whose face do we save? The famed 
novelist E.L. Doctorow wrote this week that in 
the new world order, "A modern nation's 
honor is not the honor of a warrior, it is the 
honor of a father providing for his children." 

Another cost of war would be our already 
faltering economy, the risks to which also 
argue for diplomacy. In December it was re
ported that the Pentagon estimated a $31 bil
lion cost in fiscal 1991 for the gulf deploy
ment-a figure that assumes that fighting will 
not break out-$31 billion that will be de
voured by war costs. Even without a shooting 
war, it will cost $85 million a day to maintain 
Desert Shield. When it comes to war for am
biguous reasons in remote lands, cash flows 
freely. When it comes to the war against pov
erty, illiteracy, and despair in our inner cities, 
the eagerness is replaced with the rigidities 
and rhetoric of budget sequestration. 

The entire 1990 Federal budget allocation 
received by Detroit-$291 million-would be 
eaten alive by Desert Shield in 31h days. The 
entire 1990 budget for our Community Devel
opment Block Grant Program--$3 billion-is 
gone in a month for the gulf deployment. The 
entire $1.3 billion 1990 budget for Head Start 
dwindles to nothing after 15 days to support 
the President's war effort. All of these costs 
are occurring without a single shot fired. This 
Government would not even blink to commit 
these critical funds to war, but we see nothing 
but empty pockets when it is budget time for 
these critical programs. 

Let us not delude ourselves that this will be 
a clean war. To those who talk about a quick 
victory against Iraq, I say there is room for 
doubt. Gen. Colin Powell, the Chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs, said that a quick, clean victory 
against Iraq is highly unlikely: there are too 
many variables in war and too many strategies 
to counter single-dimension initiatives like 
massive air strikes. Quick, massive strikes as 
well would claim thousands of Iraqi civilians 
but ensure no victory. The infliction of casual
ties a large number of the 1 million Iraqi 
troops would almost certainly ensure our own 
massive troop casualties. 

However, we need not speculate on what 
might happen in a pitched battle with Saddam 
Hussein. We have already provided a military 
response. It is called a siege, and not only has 
history proven it to be the best of military strat
egies, it is working with great effectiveness 
and cost-efficiency today. Reports last week 
showed that since September, when sanctions 
were implemented, Iraq has suffered food 
prices seven times higher and declines in food 
rations of up to 50 percent. Already 40 percent 
of Iraqi domestic production has been cut and 
their economy is losing at a rate of $20 billion 
annually. Inarguably, sanctions are working. 
Without putting our children in harm's way, we 
are bringing slow but inevitable doom to Sad
dam Hussein. Because of the power of our 
sanctions, what we should be doing is giving 
sanctions an opportunity to complete their pur
pose, without the mass death and destruction 
of all-out war. 

It took us 40 years to negotiate the end of 
World War II. So what if it takes us 1 year to 
negotiate the withdrawal of an isolated and 
despondent despot? Sanctions and strategic 
diplomacy-our collective willingness and 
strength to enter into a broad dialog to en
hance, rather than wreck, the principle of col
lective security-may not bring the immediate 
gratification of military exploit that some of us 
think will enhance U.S. prestige, but will bring 
the results of peace, regional security, and the 
protection of U.S. lives that we all seek. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of our time to the distin
guished deputy whip on the majority 
side, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BONIOR]. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, we have 
come to the closing moments of a long 
and wrenching debate. For the past 48 
hours, the media have carried our de
liberations live, gavel to gavel, into 
millions of our homes. Calls have been 
jamming the Capitol switchboard. 

America, indeed, the world is watch
ing us. 

We are about to cast what so many 
Members have acknowledged may be 
the most important vote of our lives, 
whether or not to go to war. 

Make no mistake about it-this reso
lution is tantamount to a declaration 
of war. 

Before we cast this vote, each of us 
must ask ourselves: Do we really have 
no other choice? 

War is the least predictable and most 
painful of our options. It must be the 
very last resort. 

We support the goals of the Presi
dent's policy. And Saddam Hussein 
must know that this country is united 
against his aggression, and determined 
that he will leave Kuwait. 
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We support the deployment of troops 

to enforce the sanctions and to main
tain international pressure. 

But January 15 is an arbitrary and 
unrealistic deadline. 

The sanctions against Iraq are work
ing. Now is too soon to declare this pol
icy a failure and rush to war. 

As we speak, over a million men and 
women face each other in the open 
desert, on the open seas. All the fire
power of modern weaponry is ready to 
be unleashed. The cost in human lives 
could be enormous. 

There are those who believe a war in 
the gulf will be a short war, that the 
casualties will be few, and the con
sequences contained. 

But there are no short or easy wars. 
In fact, no war is ever really over. And 
for some men and women, war 'is an 
eternity. 

Ask the families and friends and vet
erans of our last war. Their lives were 
forever changed. 

America has 400,000 men and women 
on the front line. We are proud of 
them. And· we stand behind them 100 
percent. 

But the best way to support them is 
to make sure that we do not ask them 
to make the ultimate sacrifice unless 
it is absolutely necessary. 

Can we really say to those men and 
women in the desert today that we 
have given diplomacy a chance? 

Will we just cast aside the testimony 
of Admiral Crowe and General Jones? 
Will we ignore the advice of six of the 
seven last Secretaries of Defense, all of 
whom have told us to stand firm with 
economic sanctions rather than use the 
military option? 

Do we really want to go to war with 
this country so deeply divided? Have 
we learned nothing from the bitter ex
perience of the last generation who 
went into battle? 

I am aware, as is every one else in 
this Chamber, that this resolution will 
pass. And with its passage, the road to 
war opens before us. 

Nearly a generation ago, we sent 
hundreds of thousands of our young to 
fight a war that no one wanted-in a 
land we di~ not know-against a foe we 
did not understand. We made the grave 
mistake at that time of failing to sepa
rate the warrior from the war. 

To the men and women who carry our 
flag in the Persian Gulf today and in 
the weeks and months to come, let me 
say to you-we will not make that 
same mistake twice. You are our own; 
we draw strength from your courage 
and we will stand by you, regardless of 
how we cast our vote today. 

To each of my colleagues here in this 
Chamber now, let me appeal to you one 
more time to pause before you cast this 
vote, and ask yourself the very same 
question that hundreds of thousands of 
families in America are having to face 
today. Is this the time? And is this the 

cause for which you would ask your son 
or your daughter to risk their life? 

I urge you to vote against this reso-
1 u tion. 

D 1520 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
g-entleman from Georgia [Mr. Row
LAND]. 

Mr. ROWLAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the Solarz resolution. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
HUGHES]. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
Solarz-Michel resolution because I am 
persuaded that we do not advance the 
cause for peace by undercutting the 
President or repudiating U.N. Resolu
tion 678. We advance it by strengthen
ing the President's hand. 

Mr. Speaker, these are difficult times. Our 
actions in the next few hours will shape history 
for decades to come, and will perhaps deter
mine the fate of thousands of lives. 

All of us want to see the crisis in the Per
sian Gulf resolved without any loss of life. I 
also fervently believe that war should be the 
option of last resort. But it will not occur be
cause we wish it so. 

Nothing will be served by a lengthy debate 
over the policy failures on the part of our Gov
ernment that have led us to this unhappy 
chapter in history. Nevertheless, I feel com
pelled to make a few observations about poli
cies which trouble me. The economic sanc
tions endorsed by the United Nations and en
forced by the world community were under
mined by the November decision to set a Jan
uary 15 deadline for Saddam Hussein to with
draw from Kuwait. 

Moreover, our range of options was seri
ously eroded by a decision to commit some 
200,000 additional troops to Saudi Arabia as 
part of Operation Desert Shield. 

I am also disturbed over the disproportion
ate number of American troops in the multi-na
tional force in the Persian Gulf. Those with the 
most at stake have committed the least. That's 
wrong. 

I realize quite well, however, that we have 
to deal with the realities of the moment-not 
the way we would have it or the way it should 
have been. Leadership is attempting to shape 
events as they are evolving, not to sit back 
until a policy has been developed and then 
suddenly attempt to chart a new course at the 
last minute. 

We should have come back into session 
last year to debate the events as they hap
pened. I can tell you that I would not have 
supported a January 15 deadline which vir
tually assured that economic sanctions and 
diplomatic endeavors would not have a rea
sonable time to work. I would not have sup
ported the additional deployment of some 
200,000 American troops to Saudi Arabia 
when it was apparent that our allies were not 
making comparable commitments of man
power, and that we were raising the stakes 

and essentially going it alone on the battle
front. 

Unfortunately, the time to debate those is
sues has come and gone. We are now at the 
end of a well-developed policy that leadership 
required us to challenge months ago, not 
today. It is up to us now to support this policy, 
to make the best of our limited options, and 
hope that it does indeed lead to peace, not 
war. 

I have listened very closely to the debate in 
this Chamber this past 2 days. I find there is 
a remarkable consensus in the Congress 
about most of the critical issues we face. 

Members on both sides of this issue are 
willing to authorize the use of force. Both 
Hamilton-Gephardt and Solarz-Michel are dec
larations of war, for they both approve the use 
of our military forces to enforce the economic 
embargo. The major difference in their effect 
is that Hamilton-Gephardt would require a sec
ond vote for an offensive against Iraq. Unfortu
nately, that works to the advantage of Saddam 
Hussein, not ours. 

Most everyone on both sides of this debate 
agree that Saddam Hussein is an international 
renegade who the world will have to stop ei
ther now or in the future. It is uncertain wheth
er it will be easier or more painful in the fu
ture. I fear it will be the latter. 

Everyone argees that Saddam Hussein 
must be forced out of Kuwait and not benefit 
in any way for his rape and pillage of that 
small country. The only questions are how, 
when, and at what cost. 

Most everyone in this Chamber agrees that 
economic sanctions will not guarantee the re
sult that we seek-the removal of Saddam 
Hussein from Kuwait. We hope they will-and 
we should pursue that policy vigorously. But 
our intelligence is inconclusive, and not par
ticularly helpful. 

And most everyone agrees that a blockade 
is doomed to failure without a real and credi
ble threat of force should sanctions fail. 

But it must be a credible threat to use force. 
Credibility depends on whether by our words 
and deeds we have demonstrated clearly that 
we mean what we say about our willingness to 
use force to achieve our policy goals. 

The President has worked hard to rally the 
international community behind a global posi
tion and strategy to compel compliance from 
Saddam Hussein. It set a deadline of January 
15, and authorizes force should he fail to give 
up Kuwait. 

Make no mistake about it, the Hamilton
Gephardt resolution seriously undercuts U.N. 
Resolution 678. It erodes the credibility of that 
threat to use force, cuts the legs out from our 
President, and sends the wrong message to 
Saddam Hussein and his kind. 

Hamilton-Gephardt is tantamount to a repu
diation of U.N. Resolution 678 at the very mo
ment that U.N. Secretary Perez de Cuellar is 
meeting with Saddam Hussein to try to sal
vage peace. Instead of supporting this effort, 
Hamilton-Gephardt might very well trigger an 
unraveling of the international coalition now 
standing up to Saddam Hussein. At the very 
least, it will certainly shake their confidence in 
our leadership. 

For those that want to rely upon continued 
sanctions, I can only say I do too. But they 
have to go hand-in-hand with a credible threat 
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of force, and when you undercut that, you 
lessen the chance of its success. 

Frankly, how can the President as our Com
mander in Chief persuade anyone----particu
larly Saddam Hussein-of our resolve and de
termination if we tie the President's hands as 
we approach these next few critical days of 
decision making? 

The Solarz-Michel resolution does not fore
close the continued use of sanctions. It does 
not foreclose the use of diplomacy after Janu
ary 15. It does add an authorization to use 
force to the arsenal of tools afforded to the 
President. I do not give him that authority 
lightly or without a lot of reservation. 

We cannot all be Secretaries of State; 535 
Members of Congress cannot possibly carry 
out the day-to-day negotiating, consulting, and 
decisionmaking to deal with such difficult and 
complex matters of state. 

I sincerely believe that the President wants 
peace, not war. He has persuaded me that he 
is our last best hope for peace. I cannot, in 
good conscience, tie the President's hands at 
this late moment and simply hope for the best. 
We've traveled too far down the road at this 
point to change the course. 

In closing, I just want to point out that I, like 
everyone else in this Chamber, has delib
erated, and indeed agonized over this deci
sion. I have tried my best to listen to our 
President, to my constituents, and to my heart. 
In every instance I find that it is a close call. 

In the final analysis, I sincerely believe that 
our last best hope for peace is to support our 
President and U.N. Resolution 678. I only 
hope and pray that I have made the right 
choice. Just as importantly, I hope and pray 
that the President will use the power we have 
granted him with great wisdom and care. He 
holds our country's last best hope for peace. 

Mr. ·SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, as we come to the close 
of this historic debate, I find myself in 
a somewhat anomalous position. It was 
almost 25 years ago that I got my start 
in politics as the campaign manager 
for one of the first antiwar candidates 
for Congress in the country. It never 
occurred to me then that I would be 
speaking on the floor of the House of 
Representatives a quarter of a century 
later in support of a bipartisan resolu
tion that many whom I respect fear 
could lead to another Vietnam. 

Yet, I believe there are some fun
damental differences between the situ
ation in which we found ourselves in 
Vietnam then and the situation we 
confront in the Persian Gulf today. 

In Vietnam, vital American interests 
were never at stake. In the gulf, they 
are. In Vietnam, the cost in blood and 
treasure was out of all proportion to 
the expected benefits of a successful 
defense of South Vietnam. In the gulf, 
the enormous benefits of a successful 
effort to get Iraq out of Kuwait far ex-. 
ceed the admitted price we will have to 
pay if force must be used. 

We have heard a lot of talk in this 
debate about the need for patience. We 
were patient when Japan invaded Man
churia in . 1931. We were patient when 

Italy attacked Ethiopia in 1936. We 
were patient when Germany 
blitzkrieged Poland in 1939. We were 
patient when Germany overran France 
in 1940. We were patient, Mr. Speaker, 
right up to December 7, 1941, when 
Japan attacked us at Pearl Harbor, by 
which time Germany had conquered al
most all of Europe and Japan con
trolled much of Asia. 

The great lesson of our time is that 
evil still exists, and when evil is on the 
march, it must be confronted. 

In the Persian Gulf, almost half a 
year after the brutal and unprovoked 
annexation of Kuwait, the time for pa
tience has ended and the time for firm
ness has arrived. Saddam Hussein rep
resents a clear and present danger, not 
only to the region, but to the world. He 
has gone to war twice in the last 10 
years. He has used chemical weapons 
not only against his enemies, but 
against his own people, and he is well 
on his way toward acquiring nuclear 
weapons as well. 

Driven by a megalomaniacal lust for 
power, he is determined to dominate 
the entire Middle East, and if he is not 
stopped now, we will have to stop him 
later under circumstances where he 
will be much more difficult and much 
more dangerous to contain. 

None of us wants war. Yet the truth 
is that not until Saddam Hussein is 
stripped of any lingering illusions he 
may have about our willingness to use 
force will there be any real chance of a 
peaceful resolution of this crisis. 

That is why, with only 3 days left be
fore the expiration of the U.N. dead
line, this bipartisan resolution, by con
fronting Saddam Hussein with a choice 
between leaving and living or staying 
and dying, represents the last best 
chance for peace. 

The vote on the Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution a short while ago dem
onstrates that a majority of the House 
believes that the protracted applica
tion of sanctions is a formula for fail
ure rather than a strategy for success. 

D 1530 

Judge Webster, the head of the CIA, 
does not believe the sanctions will be 
sufficient to get Iraq out of Kuwait. 
Nor do the British, nor the French, nor 
the Egyptians, nor the Saudis. Not one 
of our coalition partners believes that 
sanctions will be sufficient to get Iraq 
out of Kuwait. 

The reason they do not believe sanc
tions will be sufficient is because they 
know that Saddam Hussein does not 
give a whit for the welfare of his own 
people. All he cares about is the maxi
mization of his own power. However 
great the economic impact of the sanc
tions may be, they know, as we know, 
that Saddam Hussein does not have to 
run for reelection in 1992. He does not 
have to worry about a contentious Con
gress or a critical press. He will hunker 
down. He will wait. And while he waits, 

there is a very real possibility that this 
inherently fractious and fragile coali
tion will begin to unravel, and the 
sanctions will erode, and he will pre
vail . 

With the adoption of the bipartisan 
resolution, however, we should be in a 
position to achieve our objectives by 
peaceful means if possible, but, yes, by 
the use of force if necessary. 

If we prevail, as surely we will, we 
will have prevented a brutal dictator 
from getting his hands on the economic 
jugular of the world. We will have pro
tected and stabilized the Arab govern
ments courageous enough to have op
posed him. We will have eliminated his 
weapons of mass destruction and great
ly reduced his conventional military 
power. We will have enhanced the pros
pects for progress in the peace process 
between Israel and its Arab neighbors. 
And perhaps most importantly of all, 
by demonstrating that aggression does 
not pay, and that the international 
community will uphold the sanctity of 
existing borders, we will have estab
lished a precedent that could lead to 
the creation of a new world order gov
erned by the rule of law rather than by 
the law of the jungle, and in which na
tions shall not make war against other 
nations anymore. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
the bipartisan resolution. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, 2 hours ago, 
this House, by an overwhelming majority, 
reaffirmed the sole right of Congress to de
clare war. Despite citations of over 200 in
stances of the use of force by the United 
States and its representatives without a con
gressional war declaration, when we assemble 
the largest concentration of military power in 
one location since the beginning of time, it is 
proper and fitting that Congress reaffirm its 
constitutional right to authorize the unleashing 
of these horrific forces. 

It has been said here on this floor time and 
again over the past 20 hours of debate that 
we, this House must unite and support the 
President and his actions in the Persian gulf. 
But this support should not be the moral 
equivalent of a rubber stamp, or the blind 
leading the blind, or of the unquestioned obe
dience of a follower to a leader. 

When we all took the oath of office, here in 
this Chamber 9 short days ago, we swore to 
uphold the Constitution of the United States, 
as members of the legislative branch, we have 
that right and that solemn obligation. Our vote 
shortly after noon this day confirms and reaf
firms this responsibility and say to the Presi
dent, "When you decide that there is no other 
alternative, when all other options are ex
hausted, come to and make your case and 
Congress will decide the appropriate time and 
place to wage war." 

What a difference a few hours can make in 
the life of a democracy. After defeating a reso
lution which called upon the President to con
tinue to use American forces to protect Saudi 
Arabia, to enforce the U.N. embargo and to 
protect our forces in the region, we spin 180 
degrees and overwhelmingly pass the Presi
dential-Solarz-Michel resolution giving Presi-
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dent Bush a virtual blank check to make war, 
perhaps within the next 72 hours. 

The vote for the Presidential-Solarz-Michel 
resolution is a vote for inconsistency. It is a 
vote for impatience. It is a vote for the con
gressional equivalent of passing the buck and 
the responsibility for war to a President with
out the need for further legislative branch input 
or oversight for at least 60 days. 

The overwhelming vote for the Presidential
Solarz-Michel resolution is a vote to diminish 
congressional power scarcely 3 hours after we 
so strongly reaffirmed it earlier today. 

It is inconsistent to talk about the great 
costs of war without explaining how those fi
nancial costs will be paid. It is inconsistent to 
keep reminding America to remember the hun
dreds of thousands of American forces sta
tioned there in the Mideast while forgetting 
that we have the obligation to see that they 
are used wisely, properly and only when there 
is no other alternative. But the greatest incon
sistency of all, Mr. Speaker, is to boldly reaf
firm a constitutional right to the sole power to 
declare war and then to turn around moments 
later and hand off this responsibility without 
any guarantee that it will be used only as a 
final step in a still unfinished search for a 
peaceful solution to this situation. 

This is indeed a historic day for this Nation 
unfortunately, Congress has been less than 
spectacular in meeting the challenge and up
holding its constitutional mandate to contribute 
to a peaceful solution to the crisis. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to strongly support the Michel-Solarz 
resolution expressing the same sentiment as 
the U.N. Resolution 678. 

After defeating the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
lution, which I opposed, I believe it is impera
tive that Congress reaffirm this Nation's re
solve to do whatever necessary to remove 
Saddam Hussein from Kuwait. 

It is important to remember, however, that 
this resolution is not an order to commence 
hostilities on January 15. It simply allows the 
President to have all options available to him 
after this date-a fact that will not go unno
ticed by Saddam Hussein. 

Again, let me state that, in my view, this 
resolution is the last, best hope for a peaceful 
resolution of this conflict. Only by giving the 
President adequate authority and bargaining 
power can we ensure that all diplomatic solu
tions have been attempted. 

Mr. Speaker, we all want to avoid war. In 
my view, the Michel-Solarz resolution is the 
best method of accomplishing this goal. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, after careful 
thought, I intend to support the Michel-Solarz 
resolution. All three resolutions· before us 
today recognize that force may be necessary 
to liberate Kuwait. Only the Michel-Solarz res
olution has the force of law, and if we are 
condoning military action, the timing is best 
left to our Commander in Chief. I am confident 
that the President has listened closely to this 
debate and that he will navigate this incredibly 
complex and dangerous conflict with the use 
of force as an absolute last resort. 

We simply cannot face the possibility of war 
with a cacophony of voices enunciating Amer
ican policy. I recognize that this resolution 
may be viewed by history as a declaration of 
war in spite of the carefully drafted language. 

We will not be able to reverse our course 
once hostilities begin. 

Economic sanctions have had some effect, 
but our ability to sustain combat readiness and 
international cooperation is limited by many 
factors. 

In the time between our vote and any deci
sion to commence hostilties, the United States 
should continue to actively seek substantially 
greater commitments of personnel and finan
cial support by our allies in this effort. Many 
U.N. members have simply raised their hands 
to vote while we have sent our sons and 
daughters to a harsh and potentially bloody 
battlefield. If we are truly part of an undertak
ing of the entire international community, we 
should not be ashamed to demand their full 
participation. 

This has unquestionably been the most 
heartwrenching decision of my career. Wheth
er we all agree on the immediate issue, I urge 
every American to join me in praying that we 
can achieve a peaceful solution, and for the 
protection of the brave citizens of our Nation 
who face great danger on our behalf in the 
days ahead. 

At this point, I ask to insert in the RECORD 
an editorial of New York Newsday, January 
11, 1991, which very adequately reflects my 
views on this issue: 

CONGRESS' DUTY: GIVE BUSH ROOM 

The decision for Congress is clear: It is 
time to authorize the use of force in the Per
sian Gulf. 

The vote is necessary not only to meet the 
constitutional requirement that Congress de
clare war, but to strengthen President 
George Bush's hand in trying to convince 
Iraq's Saddam Hussein that, unless he with
draws from Kuwait, he faces a war he cannot 
possibly win. The paradox holds true: To 
avoid war, there must be a credible threat of 
war. 

War is not inevitable. Hussein is a consum
mate high-risk gambler who is likely to try 
for a last-second-or even overtime-deal. It 
could be that the diplomatic process really 
just began Wednesday in Geneva. If that is 
the case, then there is all the more reason to 
give Bush maximum support, to give him the 
strongest possible hand. 

There might have been a time, even a few 
weeks ago, when it would have been appro
priate to tell the administration not to use 
force and continue with economic sanctions. 
But events have overtaken that view. From 
the United Nations vote to authorize the use 
of force if Iraq did not begin to leave Kuwait 
by Jan. 15 to Iraq's stonewalling in Geneva, 
the terrain has changed. 

Having brought Hussein face to face with 
the prospect of war, would waiting another 
year or more for sanctions to take hold have 
greater effect? It's not credible. It's more 
likely that the delicate international coali
tion that Bush stitched together would come 
apart at the seams long before sanctions 
hurt Iraq. It's more likely that domestic 
opinion will acclimate to the status quo and 
accept Hussein's monstrous devouring of Ku
wait. 

This is not an easy or a happy decision. An 
affirmative vote is clearly more than a tac
tical ploy. It diplomacy fails, there will be 
war and American soldiers will die. There is 
a lingering feeling that the administration 
has needlessly rushed into this position. And 
Congress deserves considerable blame as 
well. Action in November might have pre
served U.S. options. 

But that is past. Congress must deal with 
the reality before it. Bush has properly 
asked Congress for authorization to use 
force. It was essential he do so. Signifi
cantly, the major resolutions introduced in 
Congress all include authorizations for the 
use of force. The difference is in the matter 
of timing. 

A group of prominent Democrats, includ
ing Rep. Lee Hamil ton of Indiana and House 
Majority Leader Richard Gephardt, have of
fered a resolution that calls upon the presi
dent to pursue economic sanctions first and, 
if they fail, to return for an authorization to 
use force. This might have made perfect 
sense-two months ago. Not now. 

The bipartisan resolution we support, 
sponsored by Rep. Stephen Solarz (D-Brook
lyn) and House Minority Leader Robert 
Michel (R-Ill.) and backed by the White 
House, authorizes the use of U.S. armed 
forces pursuant to the U.N. resolutions, calls 
on Bush not to use force until he has deter
mined all other appropriate avenues have 
been explored, and states that the War Pow
ers Resolution applies to his actions. 

We urge the President to pay particular at
tention to the last two parts of the resolu
tion. If a war must be fought, it is essential 
that the American people believe that every 
reasonable alternative has been thoroughly 
explored. It could be that the authorization 
to use force will prove to be a more effective 
weapon than the use of force itself. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of peace, and in support of the Solarz-Michel 
resolution that is the last best chance for 
peace. 

I am convinced that when dealing with a 
bully like Saddam Hussein, peace can only 
come from a position of strength. Therefore, 
the threat of the use of force, along with sanc
tions, offers us the most hope for not having 
to use force. But if force must be used, and 
even the supporters of the Gephardt sanc
tions-only resolution do not rule out the use of 
force in the future, then sooner rather than 
later is safer for our servicemen and women in 
the field. 

Our men and women in the desert fear what 
might happen in 6 months or 1 year while 
Saddam increases his capability to deliver 
weapons of mass destruction-chemical, bio
logical, and possibly even nuclear. In the 
meantime, they cook in the desert. 

In approving the Solarz-Michel resolution, 
the Congress joins 160 of the United Nations, 
the 28 allied nations active in the Persian Gulf 
deployment and the President in sending a 
strong message to Saddam that the U.N. res
olutions must be adhered to by Iraq. 

It is my sincere hope that this strong mes
sage of unity will help U.N. Secretary General 
Javier Perez de Cuellar convince Saddam that 
he must comply with the U.N. resolutions. 

No one hoped more fervently than I that 
economic sanctions alone would force an Iraqi 
withdrawal from Kuwait. But in light of what we 
have witnessed in Iraq and Kuwait, and in light 
of my recent visit to the Mideast and Persian 
Gulf and my meetings with experts and offi
cials there, it is obvious that sanctions alone 
will not get Saddam Hussein to withdraw. 

I also feel strongly that the other members 
of the coalition deployed against Saddam, and 
the United Nations should have more forces 
on the ground beside our men and women. I 
also hope to see our richer allies like Germany 
and Japan share a far larger part of the finan-
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cial burden of this operation. Japan's limited 
contribution thus far, given its far greater de
pendence on Mideast oil, is a scandal. All of 
this relates to working out the details of what 
constitutes the new world order. 

But until such time as we have the details 
of the new world order worked out, we cannot 
stand by and allow Saddam to swallow up any 
country he chooses, to strike at the jugular of 
the world economy, to rape, torture, pillage, 
and murder, and to generally wreak havoc on 
the existing world order. 

By showing our resolve to act if necessary, 
the Solarz-Michel resolution offers us the last 
best chance to stop Saddam peacefully. 

I do not cast my vote lightly. This is a sol
emn occasion and the weight of responsibility 
is enormous. It is likely the most important 
vote I have cast in 12 years in Congress. Yet, 
in the search for real peace, where surrender 
to the forces of evil embodied by Saddam 
Hussein is unacceptable, it is the only alter
native. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, for the past 2 
days this body has been engaged in an inter
esting debate; a debate on a high plane of 
thought. I question no one's motive for this de
bate, but wonder why we are doing this when 
the United Nations, with our support and, in
deed, the support of nearly every member na
tion has spoken: Iraq must leave Kuwait by 
January 15 or face being forced out. 

The question has been raised, "Why must 
the United States bear the brunt of enforcing 
this decision." While it is true that the United 
States is shouldering a sizable burden, con
sider this: Of the forces united in the gulf 
against Saddam Hussein, more than a quarter 
million are from over a dozen nations, includ
ing sizable contingents from our British allies, 
from Egypt, and from Syria. NA TO aircraft 
from Germany and Italy have moved into Tur
key to protect that nation from retribution for 
their swift and decisive stand they took in the 
wake of the Kuwaiti invasion. The Kuwaiti 
Government in exile has offered to pay for 
one-half the cost of this operation. The Saudis 
have supplied our troops with food and fuel 
and our Government with money. 

Yes, I agree, there are those nations who 
are not doing their fair share. It troubles me, 
particularly when I see those nations who not 
only have ample resources, but have the most 
to lose, being penny wise, but pound foolish. 

I have listened with interest as my col
leagues have discussed what message we 
would send Saddam Hussein if we vote to 
allow the sanctions more time. I am also con
cerned about the message such a vote would 
send to this fragile coalition President Bush 
has so skillfully drawn together. We not only 
show a lack of resolve to the Iraqis, we show 
it to our allies. How long will the coalition last 
in anything but name if we falter now? How 
long will the sanctions last in anything but 
name if we lack the conviction to enforce the 
very resolution we worked so hard to obtain? 
Friends, a vote to give the sanctions more 
time is nothing more than a vote to give Iraq 
more time. Time to circumvent the sanctions 
by dealing with greedy nations and unscrupu
lous rulers. Time to appeal to Arab unity to 
weaken the coalition against him. Time to 
build up his deadly arsenals of nuclear, chemi
cal, and biological weapons, and a delivery 

system for those weapons which would threat
en the whole world. Time to become a hero 
among Arabs for defying the entire Western 
world. 

Diplomacy, another much bantered about 
word, has been, and is still, vigorously being 
pursued. As we debate this issue today, U.N. 
Secretary General Perez de Cuellar is plead
ing with Saddam Hussein to listen to the voice 
of reason, the voice of right, and leave Kuwait. 
But Hussein has shown little or no interest in 
listening to reason or doing what is right. His 
recent refusal to even see a letter offered by 
President Bush should be ample evidence of 
that. 

This Nation sought and received the strong
est sanctions from the United Nations pos
sible. They have not worked. This Nation has 
sought to reason with Saddam Hussein. He 
has not listened. We sought and received a 
U.N. resolution calling for Iraq's removal, by 
force if necessary, from Kuwait. That resolu
tion must work. 

In closing, I would like to note the American 
people must be awfully confused by the vast 
amounts of conflicting data during this debate. 
We have all used the facts and figures which 
best suit our individual positions. Democracy 
is where everyone has his say, but not every
one has his way. But through this all I have 
detected a common thread, and that is a con
sensus that Iraq must leave Kuwait. I don't 
think there is a Member here who believes 
otherwise. And how should we do that? By 
giving the President the freedom to join with 
the United Nations in enforcing U.N. Resolu
tion 678. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in sup
port of the Solarz-Michel resolution authorizing 
the use of force to implement the U.N. resolu
tion not because I support war, but because I 
support peace. I strongly believe that our last 
and best hope in avoiding war in the Middle 
East is the diplomatic effort of the Secretary of 
the United Nations, Gen. Javier Perez de 
Cuellar. 

I do not want war. I am concerned about the 
lives of our young soldiers and about their 
families and loved ones in the United States. 
But we are running out of options. Saddam 
Hussein has refused all reasonable attempts 
at a diplomatic solution, indicating a complete 
unwillingness to withdraw from Kuwait without 
force. Our greatest intelligence indicates that 
although economic sanctions are having an 
impact, they have not and will not cripple the 
Iraqi Army or force Saddam's withdrawal from 
Kuwait. Therefore, I am convinced that the 
only way to achieve a peaceful solution to the 
Persian Gulf crisis is the successful mission of 
General Perez de Cuellar. 

General Perez de Cuellar has been called 
the world's last messenger for peace. He is 
planning today to present Iraq with two op
tions: withdraw from Kuwait and there will be 
peace or remain in Kuwait and face forceful 
removal. In order for this message to have im
pact, it must be credible. The U.S. Congress 
today has the opportunity to strengthen the 
negotiating power of General Perez de Cuellar 
or weaken him. I believe we must allow him to 
negotiate from a position of strength and world 
unity. 

The world community has spoken unani
mously in its condemnation of the invasion of 
Kuwait by Iraq. The United Nations has 
warned that Iraq must withdraw from Kuwait 
by January 15. The deadline is not a U.S. im
posed deadline, but a date agreed upon by 
the world. And the goal is not negotiable. Iraq 
must withdraw completely. There should be no 
prize for the aggressor. 

My friends, today is a day on which we 
must make one of the most difficult decisions 
we will ever make in our political lives. Diplo
matic efforts have failed us so far. We sit fac
ing a dictator more brutal than any we have 
seen in recent history. Saddam is a man who 
has shown an exuberance for massive killings; 
the like of which we have not seen in five dec
ades. We are a country in a community of na
tions who cannot be happy about war. And yet 
we must do the right thing now and avoid a 
much more massive amount of American cas
ualties in the not-too-distant future. 

As General Perez de Cuellar attempts today 
to negotiate a peaceful withdrawal of Iraqi 
troops from Kuwait, he must have the undi
vided support of the American people. Without 
the threat of force and possible destruction of 
his country, Saddam has no incentive to com
ply with the demands of the world that he 
completely withdraw from Kuwait. Saddam 
Hussein must be convinced. Secretary Perez 
de Cuellar must speak with authority, and this 
Congress must stand up now and make the 
difficult decision. 

Only Congress has the power to make this 
decision. The Constitution gives Congress, 
and not the President, the power to declare 
war. Therefore, it is the Congress which must 
support the U.N. resolution. The vote today 
cannot and must not be a political issue. It is 
an American issue. 

In closing, I am reminded of the words of a 
great American general and President, George 
Washington. Washington stood in the well of 
Statuary Hall and told the assembled Con
gress in 1780 that, "To be prepared for war is 
one of the most effectual means of preserving 
peace." Those words spoken so wisely almost 
200 years ago are still true today. 

I ask my constituents and all of the Amer
ican people to pray for peace, and support the 
enforcement of the U.N. resolution. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, the vote cast 
today will likely be among the most important 
that we as individual Members of this body will 
ever have to make. 

We will not only have to account for this 
vote to our constituents and the American 
people, but also to our children and grand
children. 

For how we vote today will have a signifi
cant impact on how the post-cold-war takes 
shape and how nations settle their differences 
in the future. 

We are at a turning point in history. 
We can either look military aggression in the 

eye and stop it, or we can look the other way 
and pray that other would-be Saddam Hus
seins fail to notice that under the New World 
order aggression pays, and pays very well. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to send a message 
today. 

A message that the Congress stands united 
with the President and American people in our 
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resolve to thwart his vicious invasion of Ku
wait. 

This message is truly the last and best hope 
of averting a costly and unwanted war. 

Whether we like it or not, this Congress has 
always been viewed abroad as a credible and 
significant obstacle to our commitment to re
sort to force if necessary. 

Unless we send a clear message that we, 
the Congress, also consider military force to 
be a legitimate and possibly necessary tool to 
achieve our objectives, I fear that, sanctions or 
no sanctions, diplomacy or no diplomacy, Sad
dam Hussein will simply hunker down and 
wear us out. 

Wear out world opinion, the integrity of our 
coalition and the embargo. And in the end, he 
will keep Kuwait or some piece of it and have 
proven that aggression does pay, bullies do 
win and the prospects for a lasting world 
peace is nothing but an illusion. 

What we are really debating today is not 
whether our objectives merit the use of force 
but when is the most prudent time to employ 
force. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit that this is not an 
issue to debate on the floor of the House; 
when to use force is a tactical military decision 
best made by our President and his national 
security advisers. 

If we have collectively agreed that the use 
of force is justified, then when we resort to 
war cannot be decided by a committee of 535. 

But that is precisely what the democratic 
leadership resolution proposes to do. 

It says to the President: While we agree 
with your conclusion that using force may be 
inevitable, the Congress, in its infinite wisdom, 
believes it knows better. 

The Congress based on hearings, briefings, 
and a couple of trips to the area claims to 
have reached the more enlighted conclusion 
that waiting for a few more months is in our 
national interest and a more effective way to 
achieve our goals. 

Mr. Speaker, if the Congress has reached 
the conclusion that our objectives are not 
worth going to war to achieve, then it should 
vote on this conclusion. 

But we should try to direct the Commander 
in Chief on the tactical question of when is the 
most opportune time to use force. 

I say to my colleagues, if you agree with the 
majority of Americans that the use of force to 
oust Iraq from Kuwait is justified and may be 
inevitable, then you only have one choice 
today-support the bipartisan joint resolution 
and defeat all the others which only serve to 
muddy the issue and undermine our objectives 
in the eyes of Hussein, the world, and the 
300,000-plus young Americans waiting in the 
Saudi desert. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, my friends 
have said "You are voting for war." 

I have said "No, I am voting for best hope 
for preserving peace." 

After considerable soul searching, I have 
concluded that the best hope for preserving 
peace is a strong congressional vote of sup
port for the President's policy. 

Saddam Hussein must understand clearly 
the consequences of refusing to accede to 
international demands. 

It he continues to refuse to cooperate, to 
brutalize people and nations, to violate every 

standard of international law and human de
cency, we must, given where we are at this 
moment, act decisively. 

I have said before that it would be appealing 
to implement a 1990's containment policy, to 
dig in around Iraq, continue to isolate it, and 
settle in for the long haul, as we did along the 
Warsaw Pact border following World War II. . 
That policy worked with the Soviet Union. It 
lasted over 40 years and cost virtually no 
American lives. This is the alternative, the pol
icy that would let the sanctions work. 

But the President has taken us down a dif
ferent path. And Congress has chosen to ad
dress these issues too late in the game for 
that option. Such a dramatically different policy 
is no longer feasible. 

With the President's determined leadership, 
the United Nations adopted the January 15 
deadline. Over 25 nations have relied upon 
our actions and have committed troops, mate
rial, or money to the unprecedented inter
national effort. Turkey and Egypt are under 
tremendous economic pressure because of 
the embargo. Saudi Arabia for its own reasons 
is urging a quick resolution. The Soviet Union 
has backed our hand in the Middle East fully, 
over the objections of the Soviet military, who 
have developed relationships with the Iraqis 
during arms sales, because of the leadership 
of Shevardnadze. Now he has resigned. 

What would the consequences be if the 
Congress overruled the President on the use 
of force and nullified the January 15 deadline? 

First, Saddam Hussein would surely take 
heart. Serious negotiations-such as there 
have been-would surely be out the window. 

And what would the effect be upon the 
members of our coalition? Confusion and 
chaos. What would happen to our credibility? 
Why would other nations, friends or foes, rely 
upon U.S. representations again? 

The administration has made mistakes 
along the way, leaving us with no other real 
option. Former American Ambassador to Iraq 
April Glaspie made a gross miscalculation 
when she told Hussein shortly before the inva
sion of Kuwait that America would not be con
cerned about border conflicts between Arab 
States. 

And the administration did not seek the au
thorization it should have when, just after the 
election, it announced the massive troop build
up to over 400,000, and unilaterally changed 
America's strategy from a defensive one to an 
offensive one. This did not allow Congress 
and the Nation to debate whether to choose 
the containment option, the "let-the-sanctions
work" option, as an alternative. The President 
has been unnecessarily bellicose in many of 
his statements, and has excessively personal
ized the argument with Hussein. 

But present reality is the President has com
mitted our Nation to a schedule and to a clear 
course of action. The question is, where do 
we go from here? 

With delay, Hussein will only become more 
dangerous. He has over 200 rockets capable 
of firing chemical and biological warheads of 
mass destruction on many nations in the Mid
dle East. He is hard at work developing a nu
clear capability. Once he acquires that, the 
costs of stopping him skyrocket. 

I am convinced we must keep his feet to the 
fire. If he will not accede to our demands, we 

must recognize that if we delay confrontation, 
we are increasing the risks, not decreasing 
them. 

In difficult times, we search history for guid
ance. At a similar time of crisis, the Cuban 
missile crisis in October 1962, President John 
F. Kennedy said: 

My fellow citizens, let no one doubt that 
this is a difficult and dangerous effort on 
which we have set out. No one can foresee 
precisely what course it will take, but the 
greatest danger of all would be to do noth
ing. The 1930's taught us a clear lesson: ag
gressive conduct, if allowed to go unchecked 
and unchallenged, ultimately leads to war. 

We are here to make the tough decisions. 
None of our options are good. We must give 
the President the authority he seeks. 

If war results, our military leaders tell us we 
will have a relatively quick victory, with fewer 
rather than more American casualties. Let us 
pray that that will be the case. 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in firm 
support of the United Nations Security Council 
Resolution No. 678 enacted on November 29, 
1990, which authorizes military force against 
Iraq providing Saddam Hussein has not with
drawn his forces from Kuwait by January 15, 
1991. 

Mr. Speaker, I am against the Bennett-Dur
bin resolution. I believe extraordinary effort 
has been made by the United States and the 
United Nations in an effort to resolve the hei
nous acts committed by Iraq against Kuwait, a 
United Nations member and a United Arab 
Council member. The President's actions dur
ing the 5 months leading up to this debate 
have been very much in order. Further drawn 
out debate would not help, and, in my opinion, 
would even seem to be taking on a hint of 
begging and pleading to Tariq Aziz to accept 
the demands of: 

No negotiations; no compromise; no at
tempts for an Iraqi face saving, and no re
wards for aggression. 

These demands have, on a number of occa
sions, been clearly spelled out. 

To me, the insulting and unmovable stance 
of the Iraqi Government reached a level of in
tolerance which the American people should 
not accept. The ultimatum given to Iraq to be 
out of Kuwait by January 15 is a decisive one, 
and I concur with the perception of many who 
have contacted me that threats made by the 
United Nations and the administration must be 
followed through and not delayed. 

The word "oil" has been used frequently
that is, "Is American blood worth shedding for 
oil?" I assume this means oil profits. I want to 
take a few minutes to comment on oil. 

Oil is a major energy source. If in the hands 
of a manipulative country, oil could be the 
source of great power. A prime concern for 
the last 40 years of the NA TO Alliance has 
been that the Soviet Union was posturing to 
take control of the oil and minerals of the 
world. If this had occurred with a substantial 
portion of the oil in the Persian Gulf region, 
the Soviet Union would have, without ques
tion, controlled Europe and possibly Japan. 
The end result could have been the isolation 
of the United States with severe economic de
mands and extreme energy costs, coupled 
with political concessions by the free world. 
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Oil is a resource which should be made 

available to all countries at an affordable mar
ket price, not by extortion or methods of intimi
dation. Oil should not be held hostage by thug 
countries such as Iraq. 

There is no doubt in my mind that Saddam 
Hussein would be in Saudi Arabia today in 
control of its oil if the United Nations had not 
acted wisely and decisively. I suggest also 
that the current prices of oil at $27 to $35 per 
barrel would be rather modest compared to 
the world price that Saddam Hussein would be 
able to set under such conditions as a world 
power broker. Our staunch ally, Israel, would 
also be in an untenable situation which might 
jeopardize their survival. 

Mr. Speaker, our economic and diplomatic 
alternatives have expired. Therefore, we must 
prepare ourselves for what likely remains our 
last option to expel Saddam Hussein from Ku
wait unconditionally and unequivocally. I do 
not take lightly the notion of authorizing pos
sible military force to get Iraq out of Kuwait. I 
have contemplated the consequences of such 
an action, and they are devastating. A military 
offensive will undoubtedly cause pain, suffer
ing, and death. But Mr. Speaker, Saddam 
Hussein has already caused much pain, suf
fering, and death. 

It is clear to me that Saddam Hussein is not 
interested in further negotiation. This was evi
dent by his unwillingness to select one date 
for a meeting in Baghdad when presented with 
15 dates by the Bush administration. This was 
also evident in Minister Aziz's failure to deliver 
President Bush's letter to Saddam Hussein. 

While no one would advocate war over di
plomacy, we find ourselves in a precarious sit
uation. Our adversary is unwilling to budge, 
and we are unwilling to budge. At some point, 
we must draw the line. 

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the Michel-Solarz resolution. In passing this 
resolution, we will be sending a strong mes
sage to Saddam Hussein: We Americans have 
the courage of our convictions. Just as our 
strength and resolve brought us a peaceful 
victory in the cold war, this vote is our last 
best chance for a peaceful solution to the cri
sis in the Persian Gulf. I hope and pray that 
Saddam heeds this message and pulls out of 
Kuwait. 

Let me emphasize my sincere hope that of
fensive action by the United States is not 
needed to persuade Saddam to get out of Ku
wait. No sane person ever wants armed con
flict; I pray that we will not have to ask our 
young men and women in the military to risk 
their lives in a Persian Gulf war. But I believe 
that there are some things that we must as a 
nation be willing to fight-and even to die-
for. Among those things, as our Founding Fa
thers declared more than 200 years ago, is 
the right to "* * * secure the blessings of lib
erty to ourselves and · our posterity." That very 
basic constitutional right is what is currently at 
stake In the crisis the world faces in the Per
sian Gulf today. 

President Bush has made a strong case for 
why we cannot afford to appease Saddam 
Hussein. Peace on Saddam's terms would 
only feed his "appetite for conquest," he tells 
us, and "would be paid many times over in 
greater sacrifice and suffering." I agree. We 
know that Saddam is ruthless: He has used 

chemical weapons against his own people, he 
invaded Kuwait without provocation, and 
would have continued into Saudi Arabia had 
he not been stopped by a military presence 
supported by the entire world-including all of 
his Arab neighbors. 

In my judgment, the idea that economic 
sanctions will eventually force Saddam out of 
Kuwait is not a sound one. CIA Director Wil
liam Webster recently laid out the reasons 
why econmic sanctions won't work in a letter 
to Armed Services Committee Chairman LES 
ASPIN. 

Mr. Webster notes that, 
Even if sanctions continue to be enforced 

for an additional 6 to 12 months, economic 
hardship alone is unlikely to compel Saddam 
to retreat from Kuwait or cause regime
threatening popular discontent in Iraq * * * 
Saddam currently appears willing to accept 
even a subsistence economy in a continued 
attempt to outlast the international resolve 
to maintain the sanctions, especially if the 
threat of war recedes significantly. He prob
ably continues to believe that Iraq can en
dure sanctions longer than the international 
coalition will hold and hopes that avoiding 
war will buy him time to negotiate a settle
ment more favorable to him. 

In other words, economic sanctions alone 
will not get Saddam out of Kuwait. That is why 
I voted against the resolution to preclude the 
President from taking offensive action in order 
to give the sanctions more time to work. 

This standoff between Iraq and the rest of 
the world is not about oil or about restoring 
the emir to power in Kuwait. This is about 
Americans' ability to live our lives free from 
the constant threat of terrorism and 
unprovoked military aggression. If we appease 
Saddam today, we-and our children-will 
surely pay the price tomorrow. 

So what should we do? For starters, we 
need to make clear to Saddam that, while we 
want a peaceful solution to this crisis, we are 
indeed ready and willing to use force to stop 
his unprovoked aggression. U.N. Resolution 
678 sends just this message. It authorizes the 
use of force to compel Saddam Hussein to get 
out of Kuwait, it does not require the President 
or anyone else to start dropping bombs at 
12:01 a.m. on January 16. That is why I am 
voting today to support that resolution. 

I think it is extremely important that Saddam 
knows that President Bush has the authority to 
launch an offensive if he believes it is in the 
best interest of the United States to do so. I 
believe that, as Commander in Chief, the 
President already has that authority under the 
Constitution. But a strong message of support 
from Congress should make America's resolve 
that much more clear to Iraq's leader, and per
haps could help to convince him to pull his 
troops out of Kuwait voluntarily. 

A voluntary withdrawal is the resolution we 
all hope and pray for. But if that is not to be, 
the President must have the authority to re
spond militarily. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, deciding 
a position on the various Persian Gulf resolu
tions presented today is one of the most dif
ficult decisions I have had to make as a Mem
ber of Congress. I have concluded that the 
United States does have vital interests at 
stake in engaging the conflict with Iraq. Our in
terests are defensive in nature and founded in 

the rule of la\Y-ilot the law of some imagined 
new world order, but law to halt naked aggres
sion. 

I am convinced that Saddam Hussein seeks 
to dominate the region and its vast oil re
serves. While we do not receive but about 1 O 
percent of our imported oil from the Persian 
Gulf, much of the world relies heavily on it. 
The U.S. economy, domestic jobs, are at 
stake as we participate in the global economy. 

However, oil alone is not reason enough for 
me to support military engagement in the Per
sian Gulf. I feel certain that Saddam Hussein 
would have combined against the entire Arab 
nations, moving on to Saudi Arabia after Ku
wait, and then wherever his ego would take 
him were we not to make our presence felt. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been extremely sen
sitive to divergent views throughout this de
bate. All sides have some merit, some views 
raise questions fundamental to the nature of 
American foreign policy. One of these views is 
proffered by a member of my own staff. I urge 
my colleagues to take notice, especially those 
colleagues who consider themselves political 
conservatives. 

A REAL CONSERVATIVE POSITION ON THE 
PERSIAN GULF 

(By Paul Mero) 
Most conservatives defend the President's 

actions in the Persian Gulf, many call it he
roic. I call it unwise. The true conservative 
position must address these points: (1) what 
is moral, (2) what is consistent, and (3) what 
is prudent as a long-term policy. 

What is moral? No conservative consensus 
exists, as far as I am aware, in answer to the 
question, what is the national interest? Or, 
to put it a different way, for what causes are 
we willing to sacrifice American lives? 

Some say the cause of "democracy." Not
withstanding a clear definition of democ
racy, no Arab nation involved in the Persian 
Gulf is even close to being considered a de
mocracy. Some say "stability," as in Baker's 
comment that "instability is not in the best 
interests of the United States," but this pol
icy simply puts American lives on the line 
for even non-democratic nations--American 
blood spilt in the name of defending an oli
garchy? Socialism? Totalitarianism? 

Some say the cause of "economics." That's 
right, some are actually willing to risk 
American lives over oil, a consumer prod
uct-a product we have an abundance of do
mestically and throughout the western 
hemisphere. 

A simpler cause to die for, the only cause 
to die for, is a direct physical threat to the 
United States. Conservatives stand firm on 
the right to life of the unborn. Is this right 
diluted for adults in the name of war? I don't 
think so. Human lives are too precious, espe
cially American lives, to be spent in any
thing less than a direct physical threat to 
their safety. 

Iraq is not a direct physical threat to the 
United States. They are half way around the 
world. We are separated by vast oceans. They 
do not have a ballistic capability to reach 
the United States. They do not have nuclear 
capability. What threat are they as a nation 
to us? 

Some conservatives say that Iraq's mili
tary capabilities are limited at present but 
are not long from being developed into a di
rect threat. They say, as they did in WW I, 
WW II, Korea, and Vietnam (wars that sac
rificed over 426,000 American battle deaths), 
"better to take action now than to fight a 
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stronger enemy later." This might be true 
were we not moral agents. A moral people 
would not kill someone because they per
ceived a potential threat. I would feel much 
more comfortable killing a rabid, adult 
pitbull than I would a pitbull puppy on the 
notion that it one day might grow up to at
tack me. Just think what the world would be 
like if we acted against anybody whom we 
perceived to be a potential threat. 

Our life insurance policy as a nation is a 
strong national defense, based on. a firm 
commitment to develop SDI, not a policy of 
preemption to kill all potential threats 
around us. 

The moral position, as I see it, is to risk 
American lives only when faced with a direct 
physical threat. Iraq is not in this category. 
The day Hussein has nuclear ballistic capa
bility to reach the United States, and the 
day he threatens the U.S. directly, is the day 
to engage the thought of war. 

What is consistent? Another argument of
fered by interventionists to engage in con
flicts such as the Persian Gulf is that the 
United States is obliged to help others in 
need-that we are such a prosperous nation 
and that we should spread our prosperity 
with others, even if that means fighting and 
dying to give them what we have, assuming 
they want what we have. 

When that rhetoric was posed to me at a 
Heritage Foundation roundtable I chastised 
these esteemed conservatives for being 
"international liberals." Actually what I 
said was that that kind of rehetoric, when 
applied to domestic policy, would buy these 
conservatives a seat at the Democratic Na
tional Committee. 

Consistent conservative public policy 
would not, on the one hand, support a domes
tic policy that encourages personal account
ability, responsibility, preparedness, self-re
liance, and the free market (including the 
right to fail) and then, on the other hand, 
support a foreign policy that makes the 
United States the guardian of the world, 
wreaking havoc on self-determination and 
accountability just because in our paternal
ism "we know what's best" for everyone else 
or because the State Department prefers 
"stability." 

It is arrogant to believe that we know 
what is best for a world whose many commu
nities are at varying stages of national pro
gression. It is sad to see needless human suf
fering anywhere in the world. But an even 
greater tragedy is to intervene to not permit 
failure that can lead to true growth and pro
gression. This is why most of the world re
mains unprepared and weak and relies so 
much upon our all-too-eager benevolence. 

Conservatives understand this rule as it 
applies to domestic policy, but some fail to 
see how it applies, internationally. Some 
argue that Kuwait is being denied its self-de
termination by Iraq. I suggest Kuwait is liv
ing a reality it could have, but was not, pre
pared to meet. War is endemic to a pros
perous nation with no desire to do what it 
takes to protect its prosperity from foreign 
aggressors. If tiny Israel can hold its own, so 
can a tiny emirate such as Kuwait. 

What is a prudent, long-term American 
foreign policy? This is an America First pol
icy. A policy that recognizes the value of 
human life, especially American lives. A pol
icy that holds the virtue of example higher 
than intrusive good intentions. A policy that 
puts our national defense, not offense, as a 
priority of public policy. A policy that ex
tends the hand of trade and diplomacy. A 
policy that acknowledges that we cannot rid 
the world of evil. A policy that allows for-

eign nations to live or die as they choose. A 
policy that allows a charitable people to pri
vately assist distressed or ravaged nations, 
but that requires our government, a volatile 
power fueled by special interests, to resist 
the temptation. 

An interventionist conservative is an 
oxymoron. When will conservatives under
stand this? 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the resolution to authorize 
President Bush to use force, should it be nec
essary, to enforce U.N. Resolution 678. 

I do not make this vote lightly, nor with any 
amusement. I recognize full well that the pol
icy options before us are limited, and that the 
consequences of this action are potentially 
great. 

I have three college-aged children, two sons 
and one daughter. So I understand in very 
real, human terms what is at stake in this de
cision. 

But, Mr. Speaker, there is simply too much 
at stake for this Congress to walk away. Presi
dent Bush has done an admirable job of mar
shaling international opposition to the Iraqi ag
gression. He has literally enlisted the entire 
world's support for sanctions and a united mili
tary threat against Iraq, and his statesmanship 
should be highly commended. 

The United Nations is finally living up to its 
promise, and fulfilling the potential for true se
curity so many of this body's Members es
poused before the agenda became real. If you 
support collective security in the abstract, you 
ought to support it in this very real atmos
phere, because for perhaps the first time ever, 
the United Nations is making collective secu
rity a credible policy option. We cannot walk 
away from that. 

Mr. Speaker, I want peace. But that is 
Saddam's decision. His aggression will not 
stand. And if we present a united front to the 
aggressor-just as the United Nations has 
done-we will have the best hope of securing 
that peace. 

United we stand, divided we fall-it is that 
simple. President Bush has acted boldly and 
responsibly to counter Iraqi aggression, pro
tect Americans and American interest in the 
region, and mobilized an unprecedented inter
national front. 

This Congress is obligated to join the Presi
dent and solidify that united front. If we do 
not-if we undermine the President, we under
mine our policy and the strength of the inter
national coalition and that, ultimately would 
place our troops in the gulf at greater risk. I 
won't do that. 

I stand with the President and with the Unit
ed Nations, and I urge my colleagues to join 
me. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, if inter
national law and rules of world order are not 
enforced, then there are no rules and chaos 
reigns. 

Wednesday's meeting between Iraq's For
eign Minister Tariq Aziz and Secretary of State 
James Baker put us near the end of all rea
sonable efforts of achieving a peaceful solu
tion in the Persian Gulf. Iraqi officials have 
consistently dodged meetings with Baker and 
have refused a letter stating President Bush's 
desire to achieve a peaceful withdrawal. 

At the end of more than 7 hours of talks be
tween Baker and Aziz, not one reference was 

made to Kuwait in Aziz's news conference. 
This shows their continued refusal to talk 
about peaceful withdrawal. 

Iraq attacked Kuwait, a neighboring country, 
seized its resources, and brutalized and killed 
its citizens. The evidence shows that its mili
tary machine would have invaded Saudi Ara
bia if a peacekeeping force had not inter
vened. 

To negotiate and allow Iraq to keep part of 
Kuwait would be to reward aggression. 

Iraq has demonstrated that it is willing to 
unleash its military machine on neighboring 
countries. It has directly threatened world sta
bility. Its actions are those of an outlaw nation 
and must be put down if we are to preserve 
world order in the years immediately ahead. 

We must not give up hope. Many nations, 
including the United States, are interested in 
achieving a peaceful withdraw! of Iraqi troops. 

Why not continue with the economic sanc
tions imposed by the United Nations, dropping 
the January 15 deadline? 

Sanctions have been shown to help but are 
not a solution. 

In a January 10 letter to Chairman LES 
ASPIN, CIA Director William Webster states, 
"Saddam currently appears willing to accept 
even a subsistence economy in a continued 
attempt to outlast the international resolve to 
maintain the sanctions." The letter further 
states that, "Iraq can easily maintain the rel
atively simple Soviet-style weaponry of its in
fantry and artillery units and can produce vir
tually all of the ammunition for these forces 
domestically." 

Sanctions can only be used as a part of a 
larger plan to remove Hussein. They can not 
stand alone and be successful. 

Furthermore, by dropping the deadline, we 
will only be saying to Hussein that we are now 
less serious about his leaving than before. If 
Hussein will not withdraw under the present 
circumstances-confronted by a clear dead
line, 12 U.N. resolutions including a resolution 
authorizing force and a 28-nation peacekeep
ing force of more than 750,000 troops-then 
there is no reasonable hope that he will with
draw later because of economic sanctions 
alone. 

As a totalitarian dictator, Hussein need not 
worry about reelection. He does not need to 
worry about confronting a disgruntled Con
gress. He does not have to face a critical 
press. Nor does he need to worry about pro
tests being staged in front of his Presidential 
Palace. 

The brutal gassing of his own citizenry dem
onstrates his conviction that civilians are dis
posable, secondary to the pursuit of political 
goals. 

Members of Congress have introduced res
olutions that attempt to limit the President's 
power of diplomacy. Congressional restrictions 
on when, where, or even if the President may 
use force are not what is needed. Such reso
lutions destroy the President's ability to con
duct foreign policy. The President must retain 
his ability to call for the use of force as he 
deems necessary. 

The role Congress should play in the cur
rent situation is to prevent the abuse of Presi
dential power. Congress should only interfere 
with Presidential authority if there is a consen
sus that the President is not acting in the best 
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interests of the Nation. If Congress comes to 
the conclusion that the President's actions are 
an abuse of this power, then it could take ac
tion to infringe on the President's ability to use 
force. 

Congress must give the President the au
thority to use force if necessary. An emer
gency military action requires a clear and di
rect chain of command culminating in a single 
Commander in Chief. The President serves in 
that position. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
opposition to the Solarz-Michel resolution. By 
this act, the United States will become the 
only member of the anti-Iraq coalition willing to 
make a declaration of war. I deeply fear that 
we also will be the only member of that coali
tion willing to sacrifice its economic well-being 
and the lives of thousands of its young people. 

Time draws short, and a terrible dark night 
approaches. Yet it is not too late, if only be
cause it must not be. This war will only be 
stopped by those who refuse to allow it. 

It is not to late. It must not be. 
Today is an unspeakably tragic day. For the 

sake of our Nation and the stability of the Mid
dle East, I hope and pray that President Bush 
will have the wisdom to use restraint and allow 
sanctions time to do the job. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, as a new Con
gressman, I can't pretend to be an expert on 
foreign policy. I am a citizen-legislator deeply 
concerned about matters of war and peace, 
who has been given the grave responsibility to 
act on behalf of my constituents, and in some 
small way, the people of America. I cannot 
shirk this responsibility or my conscience in 
these matters of war and peace and of life 
and death. 

President Bush is to be commended for 
stopping Saddam Hussein's ruthless advance 
in its tracks. He has quickly deployed United 
States forces and succeeded in protecting the 
borders of Saudi Arabia. He has rallied the na
tions of the world-including fractious Arab 
States and former enemies-to oppose ag
gression and to implement an international 
embargo against Iraq. He has breathed new 
life into a moribund United Nations, rekindling 
the hope of a world of peaceful international 
order. 

The President has set four United States 
goals in Kuwait which have been repeatedly 
stated in U.N. resolutions. I stand with the 
President foursquare behind these goals, but I 
must differ on how they are implemented. I 
strongly believe that aggressive action by the 
United States at this time would not only result 
in the potential loss of thousands of American 
and civilian lives, it would undermine one of 
the Presidenfs and the U.S.'s principal goals: 
the creation of long-term stability in the Middle 
East. 

Our own military is unable or unwilling to 
give us a worst case scenario of casualties, 
military and civilian. Five former Chiefs of Staff 
have warned against the dangers of a pre
mature attack. Conservative opinion makers 
like Patrick Buchanan, George Will, and Paul 
Nitze have urged restraint. Why? A massive 
conflict in the Arab world could result in an ex
plosion of factionalism, terrorism, and perhaps 
even an angry backlash of Islamic fundamen
talism. 

The prudent alternative is to stay the 
present course. We have cut off Iraq's sale of 
oil, resulting in a 50 percent cut of that coun
try's GNP. Intelligence reports say that the 
international embargo has interdicted more 
than 90 percent of Iraq's imports and exports. 

I am deeply concerned about the continuing 
threat of Saddam Hussein even if he is evict
ed from Kuwait. But I must respectfully submit 
that the administration has not convinced me 
that the immediate threat of this despot to 
U.S. security overrides the compelling reasons 
for caution in this incendiary situation. Iraq's 
economy is limping backward into scarcity. 
Hussein's military machine daily deconstructs 
because of the unavailability of spare parts. 
His development of nuclear capability is ren
dered impossible because of the embargo. 
The sanctions are tightening a noose around 
Hussein. They should be given more time. 

Diplomatic efforts have not been exhausted. 
It may be possible that the United States and 
Iraq cannot negotiate, but there are third par
ties more than willing to make an effort for 
peace. The United Nations and especially the 
Arab countries should be given the time to 
seek a peace that ensures the liberation of 
Kuwait and sets the stage for further conflict 
resolutions in the region. 

War now also ensures a tremendous finan
cial burden on Americans. Even if we just hold 
the line in Saudi Arabia, we will have to main
tain an expensive military presence sufficient 
to deter any further acts of aggression. If we 
go to war now those costs accelerate tremen
dously, and if we clobber Hussein, we will 
have to pay for the unwelcome task of occu
pying Iraq until a stable nonbellicose govern
ment can be established there. Dollars pale 
when compared to sanctity of life, but here we 
are talking about an action that can result in 
both the unnecessary emptying of our Treas
ury and the loss of life. 

On one hand, we have a international em
bargo and a naval blockade that we know is 
working. On the other, military force promises 
a dice roll in the region, where even the best 
case promises immediate casualties and long
term instability in the region. 

Make no mistake, Saddam Hussein did not 
invade Kuwait to free Palestine. There should 
be no linkage on these questions, and if there 
is justice in this world Hussein will have to pay 
for his brutality. 

But we must have a wider vision of the fu
ture. We have come to the brink of war 
against a strongman whose power is derived 
from the anti-Western sentiment in the region. 
President Bush has worked a miracle in align
ing former enemies against this despot. Now, 
if we are able to reach a peaceful solution to 
this problem, the stage has been set for a 
multilateral conference on the issues that 
threaten peace and stability in the region. 

We need also to look toward a future not 
dependent on fossil fuels. Oil dependence is 
both a political and environmental liability. The 
message is clear: We must begin to work for 
energy independence and to develop sustain
able energy resources. 

This is a difficult time for me. I understand 
the strong feelings on both sides of this ques
tion, and I'm especially cognizant of the need 
to support our brave young men and women 
in the Saudi desert and the Persian Gulf. If 

war does break out, we must stand strongly 
behind them. But now even in this darkest 
hour, we must continue to search for a peace
ful solution. 

I have had to throw the normal course of 
politics to the wind in my search for truth and 
the correct course of action. In the end, I have 
not been convinced that diplomacy has been 
exhausted or that sanctions won't work. I can 
only conclude that if I must err, it must be on 
the side of caution. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, this is the most 
important and difficult vote I have cast in my 
congressional career. The vote before the 
House today is whether we will authorize the 
President to go to war against Iraq or continue 
to support international economic sanctions 
and exhaust all available peaceful options in 
resolving the Persian Gulf conflict. 

I rise in opposition to the resolution offered 
by Representatives STEPHEN SOLARZ and BOB 
MICHEL which would authorize the use of Unit
ed States military force against Iraq. I cannot 
give the green light to the President to go to 
war. Instead, I am casting my vote for inter
national sanctions in order to prolong peace 
and for continued diplomacy. I join my col
leagues in voicing my strong support for the 
Hamilton-Gephardt concurrent resolution. 

Hundreds of my constituents and concerned 
Americans from around the country have con
tacted my office to express their reservations 
regarding our vote today and their objections 
toward taking the path toward war. Many of 
them have sons, daughters, or family mem
bers in the Persian Gulf serving on board 
ships or in Saudi Arabia. They are patriotic 
Americans who love their country and are 
working hard to provide a decent life for their 
families. 

I have heard from veterans who served in 
Vietnam, the Korean War and World War II. 
Others were students in the 1960's and re
member how deeply our country was divided 
during that period. They come from all walks 
of life. Yet, the agony of their message is 
clear. Our country should not go to war 
against Iraq. 

Mr. Speaker, I am torn by the heartfelt mes
sages of my constituents, the global role of 
our country as a world leader, and the stark 
brutality of Iraq President Saddam Hussein 
with his weapons of mass destruction. Presi
dent Hussein imposes a clear and present 
danger to the Middle East and world peace as 
long as he occupies Kuwait. You can be as
sured that I am firmly committed to reversing 
Iraq's brutal and illegal occupation of Kuwait. 
However, war is a grave and serious under
taking and inevitably, American lives will be 
lost and an untold number of our service men 
and women will return wounded. Yes, the vote 
today is a troubling one. But I believe we must 
stay the course for a little while longer. 

At this time the wisest course of action to 
follow is to continue with international sanc
tions and diplomatic efforts to pressure Iraq to 
leave Kuwait. We must be patient and give 
sanctions every opportunity to work, while at 
the same time maintaining our military option. 
After all, sanctions are working. 

Sanctions have completely shut off the flow 
of Iraqi oil to the world market and have de
nied Iraq the huge oil revenue that has fi
nanced its development. Iraq's GNP has al-
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ready been reduced by 50 percent, and is ex
pected to fall to about 70 percent within the 
coming months. Sanctions will continue to 
weaken Iraq's military capability, and the em
bargo is also very effective in blocking Iraq's 
effort to develop nuclear weapons and sophis
ticated delivery systems. Sanctions require 
some patience and do work. We learned this 
lesson well when we imposed economic sanc
tions against South Africa's apartheid govern
ment. 

I commend President Bush for his leader
ship in putting together the international coali
tion resisting Iraqi aggression. But using mili
tary force now is the surest way to dismantle 
that coalition. We should wait longer for sanc
tions to squeeze Iraq further, and in turn, re
duce United States and allied casualties if mili
tary force is used later. 

The Hamilton-Gephardt resolution does sup
port President Bush. The resolution endorses 
the actions the President has taken so far to 
secure an Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait; au
thorizes the use of force to def end Saudi Ara
bia and enforce the embargo; and ensures 
that if the President should seek to use force 
against Iraq in the coming months, his request 
for authority will be given expeditious consid
eration in the Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I continue to hope that war 
can be avoided, and that the lives of our 
young people in the Persian Gulf will be 
spared. If sanctions prove unsuccessful, there 
may come a time when the President may 
make a compelling argument for taking more 
aggressive action. We stand at a moment in 
history that is so grave and the cost so great 
that we can ill afford to stop and consider 
every possible option. As William Jennings 
Bryan once said: "Destiny is not a matter of 
chance, it is a matter of choice." As we stand 
at this crossroad, we have a choice-let's give 
sanctions more time to work. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, first, I would 
like to extend congratulations to my colleague, 
LEE HAMIL TON. Not only has the gentleman 
from Indiana been my friend, but our districts 
adjoin across the Ohio River, and so I have 
had the opportunity to observe his perform
ance for many years. I am now happy that the 
merit that we knew he had, but was somewhat 
hidden under the bushel basket, is now for the 
entire country and the world to view because 
he is certainly bringing great dignity to this de
bate. 

I would like to extend congratulations to the 
majority leader, who has shown his leadership 
on this issue, as well as the budget issue last 
autumn; Speaker FOLEY, because it is Speak
er FOLEY who showed the courage and the te
nacity to bring this issue up as it ought to be 
brought up; and certainly last, but not least, 
the President of the United States, who has 
these tremendous and weighty burdens on his 
shoulders which all of us join in praying God 
that they be discharged in a way that will bring 
the situation in the Mideast to a speedy and, 
we hope, peaceful conclusion. 

I think there are some postulates that ought 
to be talked about here as we get the debate 
started. One is that all Members, whichever 
resolution of the three before us that Members 
would support, all Members are serious and 
have approached this with a great deal of 
thoughtfulness. 

As one who has served in this body for over 
20 years and having observed the debate for 
the last day or two, I think this is really going 
to be one of the high points of congressional 
service for all of us. 

I think another postulate is that Saddam 
Hussein is a vile, mean, and evil man who 
ought not to be condoned in any fashion by 
any civilized nation of the world. I think I ought 
to say, as a veteran of the U.S. Army, back iri 
the 1950's, that I believe wars need to be 
fought from time to time, that they are not to
tally avoidable. My belief is that this one ought 
not be fought now, but I believe many of us 
approach on the premise not that all wars are 
bad but that this war may not be necessary 
now. 

Whatever is voted up at the end of the de
bate day after tomorrow, I think it is our re
sponsibility as Members of the House to sup
port the men and women in Operation Desert 
Shield, to be sure they have the material and 
all the support necessary to carry out their 
function. 

Having said that, Mr. Speaker, I rise in very 
strong support of the gentleman's resolution. I 
intend, also, to support the resolution of our 
friend, the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BEN
NETT], which I think establishes correctly that 
the real power to declare war is vested in arti
cle I, section VIII of the Constitution, in the 
Congress, and not the President. 

But the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution is a 
stay-the-course resolution. It allows that the 
sanctions currently in place be continued, and 
that those sanctions be tightened. It makes 
sure that all the diplomatic efforts which are 
under way are continued and strengthened. It 
keeps the forces we have in place so that they 
would be available to thwart any attack or to 
mount an offensive action if that is deemed 
necessary and voted up by the body at some 
time in the future. 

However, unlike the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion, this one before us does not give the 
President a blank check or a carte blanche 
authority to take an offensive action. 

I have to ask these very simple questions, 
Mr. Speaker. Why would we need to go to war 
right now or at midnight on Monday night, the 
beginning of January 15? The President's ob
jectives have largely been realized. Our hos
tages have been returned. The oil supplies are 
protected. Neither Saudi Arabia nor any other 
nation in the area is threatened. The area is 
stabilized. 

The two other things the President desires 
to be done, that Kuwait be rid of Saddam Hus
sein and his forces, and that the Sabah family 
be returned to the throne in Kuwait, I do not 
think are needed at this actual moment in 
time-needed eventually, but not right now 
needed enough to warrant going to war. 

I hear so much about this fragile coalition 
which might fall apart unless a war is fought 
at midnight Monday night or" soon thereafter. If 
the coalition is that fragile, then maybe it is not 
really a coalition except in name only. 

Many of the members of the coalition are 
not paying the money they pledged. Many of 
the members of the coalition are not sending 
their men and certainly not their women into 
this fight. So what is the coalition? Maybe that 
coalition is not really one anyway, and so it 
should not be the determining factor of wheth-

er we send our men and women to a sure 
death, in some cases, in order to preserve this 
coalition. 

I liken this to: "We will hold your coat while 
you do the fighting". That is what this is. 
There are a number of nations in the so-called 
coalition that said, "Hey, we will hold your 
coat, but we want you guys to do the fighting, 
and we then want you to pay for the fighting." 
They have not ponied up the money. They are 
not going to. They do not send us their troops, 
and they are not going to. But they want the 
benefits of our war. I do not think that is fair. 
I do not think that is something this House and 
this Congress ought to do. 

The whole idea is to demonize Saddam 
Hussein and deify Kuwait. We hear so much 
about Kuwait. We have got to restore the Al 
Sabah family; this is a great nation that has 
been run over by an aggressor. 

I will sum up by saying that Kuwait is a feu
dal dictatorship, a feudal kingdom. Its people 
do not vote. The majority of the people who 
lived within the bounds of Kuwait before the 
takeover were not even Kuwaiti citizens. They 
were guestworkers or U.S. people who were 
there doing work for the oil com~nies. 

The fact of the matter is there is nothing 
free and democratic. There is nothing devoted 
to human civil rights in the nation of Kuwait. 
Why, pray tell, should we sacrifice ourselves 
and our future to restore that? 

Mr. Speaker, I think what we ought to do is 
continue the sanctions, make sure they do not 
leak, make sure these members of the coali
tion who are knowingly allowing these leaks to 
take place do not take those actions, and then 
let us see what happens. 

If later down the road we have to take offen
sive action, we will do so. We should do it. 
But, it ought not be done now at this point in 
time. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the bipartisan Solarz
Michel amendment. And I do so with a great 
sense of responsibility, as we all must feel 
here today. This is, indeed, one of those his
toric occasions when we are called upon to 
perform our ultimate duty, to our constituents, 
and to our Nation. The responsibility weighs 
heavy on our shoulders, but we cannot shrink 
from it. 

This debate, and the votes we will cast, are 
momentous indeed. But the resolution I sup
port is not a declaration of war. Let us be very 
clear about that. It is rather a vote to stand 
firm, stand tall, and stand together, as one Na
tion. It is a vote to give our President the sup
port he has asked for, the support he de
serves, the support he needs. At this critical 
moment for our country, and for the world, we 
have been called upon to give the President of 
the United States the authority he requires to 
meet this great challenge. Yes, Congress 
does have a constitutional prerogative. But we 
must exercise that prerogative soberly and re
sponsibly. 

If anything, a yes vote on Solarz-Michel is 
the best chance to avoid war. For only if Sad
dam Hussein sees unity and resolve on our 
side, will he finally understand that he has no 
choice. Only a credible threat will force him to 
yield. If we fail to send that unequivocal mes
sage, Iraq might miscalculate once again. 
Saddam may conclude that we lack the will to 
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use force, and that if he stays put, his illegal 
occupation will stand. If you don't believe that, 
ask President Ozal of Turkey. He knows the 
Iraqis very well. He shares a border with them. 
His forces have 1 O Iraqi divisions pinned down 
on that border. He is quoted in this morning's 
Washington Times as saying that it is crucial 
that we "send the right 
message * * * only * * * Congress can 
convince (Hussein) that the Bush administra
tion is now authorized to use force to evict 
him." Mr. Speaker, that realization on the part 
of Saddam Hussein may be our best chance 
to avoid war. That's why it is so crucial that 
we do the right thing here, and give the Presi
dent the support he asked us for. 

During the past few months, we have heard 
much discussion centering on one small ques
tion: Why are we in the gulf? 

The answer to this question is crucial in 
terms of this debate. What indeed is this con
flict all about? Well, first let's determine what 
it is not about. Oil is certainly a consideration, 
but it is not the primary consideration. We 
have other sources of energy. And it is high 
time that we developed a real independence 
of Arab oil. 

It is not even about Kuwait, and it is cer
tainly not about democracy. Kuwait was a be
nevolent dictatorship, but it was a dictatorship. 
So is Saudi Arabia. It is not about human 
rights. Unfortunately, human rights abuses are 
rampant throughout the Arab world, and in so 
many other countries, like Cuba, Ethiopia, and 
Afghanistan. 

The fact remains however, that we do have 
a vital stake in this confrontation. Our national 
interests really are at stake. For Kuwait is only 
the beginning. If Saddam Hussein is allowed 
to prevail, what kind of world will we live in? 
If Saddam stays in Kuwait, he will undoubtedly 
become the leader of the Arab world. His ap
petite for conquest and intimidation will grow. 
Other dictators will be encouraged. Instability 
in . the world will be rampant. 

We and our allies will be affected. Saddam 
Hussein will increase his arsenal of nuclear 
and chemical weapons, and he will use them, 
make no mistake about it. The threat lies not 
necessarily in what will happen tomorrow, but 
what will happen the day after tomorrow, if we 
do not act now. Winston Churchill put it best: 

Want of foresight, unwillingness to act 
when action would be simple and effective, 
lack of clear thinking, confusion of counsel 
until the emergency comes, until self-preser
vation strikes its jarring gong-these are the 
features which constitute the endless repeti
tion of history. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the history that we must 
avoid, because our children will pay the price. 

I would just like to interject one note of cau
tion into this debate-for those, whether in Eu
rope, in the Arab world, or anywhere else, 
who think we should give something to Sad
dam, who think we should press Israel to 
make concessions. We must continue to cat
egorically reject linkage. It is unconscionable 
that Israel be made a victim of this crisis. Of 
course, we want to solve the Palestinian prob
lem. So do the Israelis. All the arabs have to 
do is accept. Israel's existence. Egypt recog
nized the State of Israel. In return, they got 
every inch of the Sinai Desert, although Israel 
won that territory in a war of self-defense. All 

problems in the Middle East can be ad
dressed, but the solutions must be based on 
rationality and goodwill. 

To those who oppose this bipartisan ap
proach, I say this: I respect your view. I know 
we all want the same thing. But please, 
please, ask yourselves this question: What is 
the cost of waiting? 

Ask yourselves these questions: 
Can we afford to wait? 
Can our men and women continue to sit in 

the desert, away from their loved ones, and in 
many cases away from their jobs and studies 
here at home? 

Can our coalition stand the erosion of sup
port that may come in the interim? 

Can the Kuwaiti people continue to suffer 
from the horrible atrocities they have been 
subjected to? 

Can our allies-Egypt, Israel, Turkey-con
tinue to suffer the damage to their economies 
caused by the protraction of this crisis? 

Can we wait around while a vicious, blood
thirsty dictator holds the world at bay? 

Can we wait around while Saddam makes a 
mockery of civilized norms of behaviour? 

Please ask yourselves these questions. 
Please be honest. Please vote your con
science. 

Let's stand shoulder to shoulder with the 
President during this trying crisis. 

With God's help, we may just be able to 
avoid a greater catastrophe later on. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, arriving at 
this point in the discussion of this issue has 
been very difficult and painful. I would like to 
respectfully share with you my views at this 
time. 

I support the President. I support the troops 
in Operation Desert Shield. But I am deeply 
disturbed at the events and the persons who 
have led us to this point in our history. I have 
and I will continue to support our troops and 
will support all efforts to give them the nec
essary tools to fulfill their mission. Having said 
that, the most important support we can give 
them is to do our utmost to keep them from 
having to use these tools. 

I am not prepared at this time to accept the 
fact that all of the resources of the free world 
through the United Nations have failed in this 
instance and that the only recourse is war. 
What a shame and how sad if this is true that 
in 1991 the world admits failure for a peaceful, 
diplomatic resolution of the Kuwait affair. I 
support the U.N. resolutions-that's no prob
le~but do you know what they say? Get the 
Iraqi troops out of Kuwait. That's all they say. 

I now ask, is that Emir of Kuwait worth 
dying for? No. Is the Emir of Kuwait worth one 
American life? No. I condemn the actions of 
Mr. Saddam Hussein, and I agree he is a 
menace to that area of the world and possibly 
beyond. I think that what he has done should 
not be the order of the day, but under the U.N. 
resolutions we drive him out of Kuwait. Again, 
that's all they say. What then, what have we 
gained? They do not speak of chemical weap
ons or nuclear weapons. All they say is he's 
a bad guy and should be driven out of Kuwait. 
Having done that, what have we gained, I re
spectfully ask? 

The Hamilton-Gephardt resolution does not 
prohibit the President from acting. All it says is 
if should all else fail then Mr. President you 

tell us that's the case and we will act together. 
That's all it says, but let's do it together. Mr. 
President, as the elected representatives of 
the people, is that too much to ask? I support 
you Mr. President, but my conscience and my 
district demand that we give peace a chance 
first. Should that not be humanly possible and 
war is the ultimate need I would be with you 
and will pray that it be achieved with the least 
loss of life possible for it will be our young 
people in great part that will bear the burden. 
God bless and protect them. 

With all my mind, body, and soul I pray that 
what we do here today be worthy of our serv
ice as representatives of the people of the 
United States, our troops, abroad, and our 
own conscience. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the bipartisan resolutio~cking the 
U.N. Security Council. 

I wish, frankly, this were not the case. Be
cause although through this resolution-war is 
not a fact on January 15, by any means-it 
does involve great risk. Risk is something we 
try to avoid, since it centers on something 
deep within every politician. 

But, I am persuaded that now is the time to 
stand up, to take that risk. If we do not, I fear 
that we look straight into the barrel of higher 
risks for our children, our children's friends, 
and our grandchildren. 

I did not set January 15, as a decision point. 
The United Nations did. I have no idea wheth
er January 15 or February 15 or any other 
date is the right date. But, some date is, since 
without it, things will drag on and on, and it is 
we who will be bled dry by the costs-not 
Iraq. 

If that happens, not only do we suffer, but 
two other things take place: 

First, the so-called new world order follow
ing the end of the cold war would be pushed 
aside. There would be no order-no strength
ening of the United Nations to evolve as the 
good cop, the strong balance wheel of the 
world. 

The second thing to take place would be 
that Saddam Hussein would see without even 
a rap on the knuckles that he could bully and 
intimidate his part of the world-not unimpor
tant to us in ways too long to list. 

Mr. Speaker, the sanctions approach, as I 
understand it, pleads for time. This makes 
sense. I am sympathetic to the sanctions ar
gument. I would like to see them work. I come 
from a world in which even a moderate eco
nomic squeeze can be brutal on people's 
lives. Sanctions are powerful tools. If pursued, 
certain questions would follow. Will Saddam 
Hussein be weaker? The answer would be 
yes. Will Saddam Hussein be less popular? 
Again, the answer would be yes. But, what I 
fear is that by going the sanctions route alone, 
you write off the military option. And, if you 
write off the military option, you cancel the one 
threat, the one message experts say Saddam 
Hussein understands. 

Abraham Lincoln used to say that if the only 
tool you have is a hammer, soon everything 
begins to look like a nail. 

This is the mindset of this cagey, wiley, 
back alley smart leader of Iraq, according to 
those with whom I talked recently in Cairo
Egyptians, Israelis, leaders of over 30 African 
nations-in other words, his neighbors. 
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Now, I know that this is not self-confession 

hour. But, I must say that I have tried to pray 
for peace, for wisdom in making my vote and 
other subsequent votes. The Lord gives no 
easy answers, and he didn't fail me in this 
case. 

Yet, having been down here about 4 years, 
one point is clear: You can only do what you 
think is right for the greatest number, in the 
fullness of time, and not try to concoct the po
litical decision. 

Sometimes leaders have to do what is un
comfortable. The put-it-off, let-others-handle-it 
approach has its merits. There are times when 
no action is the best action. 

But, I sense that this is not one of those 
times. As Richard Murphy, former Ambas
sador to Syria, told me today, it is a mean, 
brutal scene over there in Iraq. This is a man 
who already has killed 500,00Q-not of the 
enemy, but of his own people. It is reported by 
our Embassy in Cairo that in a not-so-distant 
dispute about military strategy, Saddam Hus
sein pulled out a revolver and shot dead one 
of his generals in front of all the other battalion 
commanders. 

For us there is one lesson. If we want 
peace, we must put ourselves inside the 
head-not of the Marquis of Queensberry, but 
of a man who watches for any weakness, any 
sign of hesitation. 

Make no mistake about it, through C-SPAN 
and CNN the eyes of Saddam Hussein are on 
us. Our talk and our action tomorrow will send 
the one signal he has been waiting for. 

If we are resolute, unified with the rest of 
the world, he will move. If we stutter, he will 
hold. 

I cannot be sure of any future event, but I 
am told that depending on the Saturday vote, 
Saddam Hussein is looking for a way to back 
down, yet not lose face. 

He will not give us that satisfaction. More 
than probably he will not give it to the United 
Nations which he holds in contempt. He may 
give it to the Saudis, probably the PLO. 

But, everything is on hold until we give the 
signal. 

As proven by the Iranian war, this man has 
an obsession about not looking weak. He 
does not want to appear as if he had been 
pushed. But he will play the hand out right to 
the last card. I plead with you, then let us not 
fold prematurely. 

I have had great difficulty coming to this de
cision, with great uncertainties having talked 
with hundreds of people in and out of . the 
southern tier of New York-listening to their 
cries for peace. 

But, you see, I cry for peace, too. I'm afraid 
this is not the issue. 

The issue is how best to achieve it. And, I 
guess I come down on the side of standing tall 
rather than standing aside. 

Good people differ, and I don't claim to 
have all the answers. I certainly don't claim to 
be a Middle Eastern psychologist, or a student 
of dictators. I just have a sense having come 
back only Thursday from Cairo, that now is 
the time to be firm. 

If not, then conflict will fall, as it did after Mr. 
Chamberlain in the 1930's, on the shoulders 
of others at far, far greater cost. 

I support our President. I support the United 
Nations of this world, arrayed for the first time 

in history-hand in hand-against a man who 
in time can only produce a holocaust. This we 
cannot allow to happen. 

I now pray that what we do here helps to 
avoid, not promote conflict. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution. Be
fore I explain my reasons for supporting this 
resolution, I would first like to commend the 
leadership of the House of Representatives on 
both sides of the aisle for bringing this issue 
to the floor for a full debate. Mr. FOLEY, Mr. 
MICHEL, and the Rules Committee have al
lowed ample time for all Members to be heard 
on this issue. 

These are very difficult times for our country 
and for each and every Member of the U.S. 
Congress. The vote that we are to cast on 
Saturday will be the most important vote of 
our careers. I cannot imgaine a more difficult 
decision than one that may lay the lives of 
thousands of American soldiers on the line. 

As you know, my son is a very proud 21-
year-old infantry paratrooper with the 82d Air
borne of the United States Army. He has been 
in Saudi Arabia since August of last year. He 
is not in Riyadh or tucked away in a safe 
place like some might imagine, he is in the 
sand in Saudi Arabia. 

If we go to war it is almost certain that my 
son will be one of the first on the ground to 
see action. 

My son enlisted in the U.S. Army and volun
teered for the 82d Airborne Division, a first 
strike special forces unit. He left college to 
enter the U.S. Army. He is a very proud Amer
ican and feels a sense of obligation to serve 
his country. He never intended to be a career 
soldier nor does he intend to stay in the Army 
past his 2-year enlistment. He told me when 
he enlisted that he wanted to do everything he 
could possibly do in a 2-year period. 

God willing, he will return to southwestern Il
linois to complete college and pursue a law 
career. 

My son is proud to represent this country
he is proud to wear his uniform. He has been 
well trained, he is both physically and mentally 
prepared to go into combat. I hope and pray 
that my son and the 400,000 troops that are 
in the Persian Gulf never receive the order to 
go to war. But if they do, they are well pre
pared, well trained and ready for war. If we go 
to war, my son and thousands like him will win 
the war and make us very proud. 

This debate is not just about the welfare of 
my son or any one soldier serving in the Per
sian Gulf. This debate is about how we best 
accomplish the goal of getting Saddam Hus
sein out of Kuwait. I have heard it said in this 
Chamber and in the media that some "liberal 
Democrats" will never vote for war. I have not 
ruled out war. I believe that we as Members 
of the House of Representatives-the people's 
Representatives-have an obligation to ex
haust every available option before resorting 
to war. 

In supporting the Hamilton-Gephardt resolu
tion, I have not ruled out war and the Hamil
ton-Gephardt resolution does not rule out war. 
Hamilton-Gephardt simply gives economic 
sanctions and international diplomacy a rea
sonable period of time to work. 

I have supported President Bush in the de
cisions he has made thus far in the Persian 

Gulf. I told him so in early December at a so
cial function at the White House. I told him 
that I felt that he was doing a good job and 
that his administration should be commended. 

The Department of Defense-the military 
and the Uniform Transportation Command/ 
Military Airlift Command at Scott Air Force 
Base in my congressional district in Belleville, 
IL, has done a phenomenal job in moving peo
ple, troops, and supplies to the Middle East. 

I intend to continue to support the President. 
However, I am not willing to abdicate my re
sponsibility and give the President the author
ity to declare war when there is substantial 
evidence that economic sanctions and inter
national diplomacy are working. 

There is substantial evidence that economic 
sanctions and international diplomacy are in 
fact working. When President Bush asked the 
United Nations to support an economic block
ade in August, the President said that it will 
take time and he asked the American people 
to be patient. 

In every briefing here on the Hill and in the 
Middle East that I have attended, experts have 
stated that economic sanctions are working, 
the question is how long will it take for eco
nomic sanctions and international diplomacy to 
run Hussein out of Kuwait. No one has the an
swer to that question. Experts disagree but 
predict anywhere from 3 to 12 months. Gen
eral Schwarzkopf stated in a briefing in Ri
yadh, Saudi Arabia that economic sanctions 
were working. He said the only question is 
how long do we want to wait. In fact, 97 per
cent of Iraq's exports have been cut off. Fifty 
percent of Iraq's GNP comes from the sale of 
oil. The sanctions in effect have cut the GNP 
of Iraq by 50 percent. When we have a 2- or 
3-percent drop in our GNP in this country, 
there is a panic. I cannot imagine how the 
American people would react to a 50-percent 
reduction in our GNP. 

It seems to me that we face two options to 
accomplish our goals in the Perisan Gulf: 

First, we can either abdicate our responsibil
ity and turn the decision over to President 
Bush to do whatever he chooses at anytime. 

Second, we can give economic sanctions 
and international diplomacy a reasonable 
length of time to work. 

There is no question in my mind that the 
only course to follow is the course of eco
nomic sanctions and international diplomacy. 

If the President after a reasonable time can 
demonstrate to the Congress that economic 
sanctions and diplomacy have failed, we can 
always give the President the authorization to 
take this country to war. 

If economic sanctions and international di
plomacy are not given a reasonable time to 
work, we will never know if peace could have 
prevailed. 

I am not willing to go back to southwestern 
Illinois in my congressional district and tell the 
families of those who have loved ones in the 
Middle East that economic sanctions were 
working but we did not have the patience to 
wait a reasonable length of time to give them 
a chance to succeed. Instead, we sent your 
sons, daughters, husbands, and wives into 
combat. 

Finally, I want President Bush and my col
leagues to know that when the debate con
cludes and the votes are counted that I will 
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accept the will of the peoples' representatives 
and support the decision of this body. 

I support the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution 
because I know that It Is In the best Interest 
of this country. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, we are gath
ered here today to debate the most momen
tous decision any Member of this Congress 
will ever face-the decision whether to commit 
our Nation to war In the Persian Gulf, or to 
stay the course of economic sanctions In hope 
of a peaceful solution to the gulf crisis. As I 
listen to this debate, I am torn, because many 
Members of this House whose advice and 
opinions I respect on this Issue are split be
tween authorizing the Immediate use of force 
and continuing to enforce the sanctions. There 
are, Indeed, many sound arguments In favor 
of each option. 

No one In this House believes In appease
ment. All of us share the conviction that Sad
dam H usseln must remove his troops from Ku
wait. But as we debate the means by which 
this withdrawal Is to be affected, I come back 
again and again to what I believe Is an Ines
capable fact-once we commit troops to com
bat In the Persian Gulf, there Is no turning 
back to seek a peaceful, diplomatic resolution 
of this crisis. And because this Is true, I be
lieve we must make every effort, take every 
extra step, toward a peaceful solution In the 
gulf. Have we exhausted those efforts? I think 
not. 

The decision to make war Is an awesome 
one. I am moved by the words of Speaker 
FOLEY, who said that If a Member has any 
doubts about the wisdom of commltlng our 
children to war, he or she should err on the 
side of peace. Though I am tempted by the 
desire we all share to remove Saddam Hus
sein from Kuwait by force of arms, I am not 
completely convinced that this Is the path our 
Nation should follow. And so, I am supporting 
the Gephardt-Hamilton resolutlon to continue 
diplomatic efforts and the economic sanctions 
Imposed by the United Nations upon Iraq. 

Many of those Members who support au
thorization of the use of force In the region 
have evoked the notion of a "New World 
Order" to justify their vote for war. I, too, have 
a vision of our world In the post-cold war era. 
I believe In the rule of International law, In the 
peaceful resolution of International conflicts, 
and In the vital Importance of the United Na
tions for the preservation of peace. Many peo
ple feel that unless we go to war, International 
law will never govern the actions of nations, 
that the United Nations will never be an effec
tive Instrument of International stability and 
peace. But I say to those Members, that the 
Idea that we can enforce International law 
through peaceful means alone, without the 
horrors of war, Is not a utopian goal to be 
reached some day In the future-that day Is 
here, now. 

Saddam Hussein Is a ruthless dictator, 
whose actions against his own people and the 
people of Kuwait are Infamous and reprehen
sible. I want him out of Kuwait as strongly as 
any other Member of this House. The time 
may come when this Nation must go to war to 
ensure the freedom of the Kuwaiti people, and 
further the rule of law and the preservation of 
peace In the region. But I believe the time has 

not yet come when we have no other option 
but the last, most horrible recourse of war. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today In strong support of House Joint 
Resolution 62, sponsored by my good friends 
Mr. MICHEL and Mr. SOLARZ. I am also proud 
that my name appears on this most Important 
legislation as an original cosponsor. 

My decision to vote to give President Bush 
the authority he may require to use armed 
force to evict Saddam Hussein from Kuwait Is 
not taken lightly. None of us wants to send 
young men and women Into battle. The fact 
that I have a nephew, Don Dornan Jr., serving 
on the U.S.S. Ranger as Naval flight officer, 
an AWACS controller, on an E2-C Hawkeye 
makes It even more difficult. And just let me 
say that everyone In my family Is very proud 
of Don and the job he volunteered to tackle. 

But frankly I now see no other way to ac
complish our goals In the gulf. Let us hope 
that after this vote today Hussein gets the 
message and gets out of Kuwait forthwith, 
though I am not holding my breath. We seem 
to be dealing with an Irrational man locked In 
the Dark Ages, at least by our standards. But 
I would venture to say that even by Middle 
Eastern standards Saddam, a secular dictator 
who seems bent on martyrdom, Is somewhat 
unusual. 

After countless briefings on the Issue and a 
first-hand look at the situation on the ground 
In Saudi Arabia, I had been hopeful that sanc
tions alone would be enough to drive Hussein 
from Kuwait. I have come to conclude, how
ever, that sanctions alone cannot do the job. 
President Bush needs the big stick and the 
flexibility the authority to use force will give 
him If we are to have any chance of solving 
this problem peacefully, without sacrificing our 
principles. If, however Saddam remains un
convinced In the face of a very real military 
threat and sanctions, then we must not shrink 
from our duty to Impose the will of the United 
Nations by force. If It comes to that I know our 
military personnel will do their duty with cour
age and conviction, and they will get the job 
done quickly. 

First let me address the question of sanc
tions. Now I know that most of those who op
pose this resolution do so because they be
lieve that sanctions are working and will con
tinue to squeeze Hussein, eventually driving 
him out of Kuwait. 

But there Is absolutely no reason to believe 
that sanctions alone will be able to accomplish 
our objectives. Indeed, those advocating such 
a position cannot say with any certainty that 
the International coalition now arrayed against 
Iraq will be able to sustain sanctions. 

Wiii Germany, given Its costly obligations In 
the East, be willing to continue subsidizing 
those front line nations hurt by the embargo? 

Wiii Japan, which sees this as an American 
problem, not a Japanese one? As a recent ar
ticle In the Wall Street Journal said: 

Japan's security has been assured by some
body else for so long that security is like air; 
there isn't any sense that someone has to 
pay for it. The U.S. would have to be in the 
Middle East anyway, some say, so why 
should Japan pay the U.S. to act in the 
American interest? 

And will those front line countries of Turkey, 
Egypt, and so forth, be able to sustain the em-

bargo In the face of economic dislocations and 
mounting economic pressure? No one can 
say. 

But we can all be pretty sure that the longer 
the embargo ls In place, the more porous It 
will become. As one of the former American 
hostages In Iraq told me just a couple of days 
ago, smuggling ls a way of life In that part of 
the world, and no amount of blockading will be 
able to stop It. Almost all the hostages I spoke 
with saw definite signs that there was severe 
leakage In the embargo. 

In short, there Is absolutely no reason to be
lieve that sanctions will become more effec
tive. In fact, It Is likely sanctions will be less ef
fective; the Iraqis will' surely find ways around 
them and will make economic adjustments to 
minimize their Impact. 

If the threat of military annihilation combined 
with sanctions-the current policy-ls not 
enough to convince Saddam Hussein of the 
error of this ways, what reason Is there to be
lieve that sanctions alone will be successful? 
And how long are those of you advocating 
sanctions willing to give your policy time to 
work? One year? Five years? Ten years? And 
what If sanctions break down and Hussein be
comes stronger as a result? Will anyone want 
to use force then? 

Now let me turn to the question of the mo
rality of what we are about to do here. Many 
of the opponents of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion have made the case that the military op
tion will needlessly result In casualties and 
that those of us authorizing the use of force 
will have the moral responsibility of that deci
sion. But those opposed to the use of force 
must also be held to account for the moral de
cision should their side prevall. Let's not forget 
that Hussein already has the blood of half a 
million dead on his hands, not to mention the 
hundreds of thousands of other casualties di
rectly caused by his actions. If he Is allowed 
to remain In power, what reason Is there to 
believe he won't kill another half a million be
fore he Is through? Which Is likely to cost 
more lives, the use of force now, or an un
checked Hussein running amok In the Middle 
East. 

This Issue was thoughtfully addressed by 
George Weigel of the Ethics and Public Polley 
Center. Mr. Weigel Is perhaps the leading 
American authority of the Catholic just-war tra
dition. In the case of Hussein, Weigel claims 
that armed resistance would fall within the 
just-war doctrine because "what Is being de
termined In the gulf Is whether there will be a 
minimum of political and economic order In 
International public life, or whether we will de
scend In Hobbes's war of all against all." 

Weigel also eloquently makes a point that I 
have been making, to wit, that voting either 
way Involves unpleasant moral choices. 

There is no escape from moral responsibil
ity in these matters. Those who urge a pro
portional and discriminate use or armed 
force against Saddam Hussein take on the 
moral responsibility ror their action; which 
will, tragically but certainly, include the 
killing or innocents. 

This Is my position and I accept that respon
sibility. 

Weigel continues. 
But it should also be understood that those 

who reject the use or military force, in the 



1138 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE January 12, 1991 
case of Saddam Hussein, have not been ab
solved from moral responsibility for what 
follows: which will, certainly, include the 
killing of innocents, and in large numbers. 

Indeed, I think this is a critically important 
point. For in Vietnam, the antiwar left got its 
way in the end and we all know what followed: 
the killing fields, reeducation camps, boat peo
ple, new economic zones, the Vietnamese 
gulag, the Bamboo Curtain, and so forth. Well 
over a million people lost their lives because 
the United States was driven out of Indochina 
by the American left. The antiwar crowd, 
which thought itself so morally superior, has 
never been held to account for the ghastly 
outcome of its policy. So I think it is important 
to point it out before we make these decisions 
that both positions have moral consequences. 
And I think history has shown that confronting 
evil early and decisively will, in the end, save 
more lives. This is the policy we should have 
used against Hitler. 

Which brings me to my next point, the com
parison of Hussein to Hitler. Some believe it is 
an accurate ·comparison, others say it is ab
surd. Well, the answer really depends on 
which Hitler you are talking about. I happen to 
think it is a very accurate comparison of the 
Hitler of the midthirties. As Norman Podhoretz 
recently wrote: 

When Hitler occupied the Rhineland in 
1936, a moment which roughly corresponds to 
the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq, he had not 
yet attained to the level of evil Saddam Hus
sein has already reached in launching a 
pointless war against Iran that resulted in a 
million casuali ties, in using poison gas 
against his own Kurdish citizens, and in the 
grisly atrocities he has committed in Ku
wait. Nor was the Hitler of 1936 as powerful 
as he later became, which is why there is 
general agreement that he could have been 
stopped (and a larger war averted) by early 
resistance. 

Indeed, the comparison doesn't end there. 
The Ba'ath Party's leading ideolog, Michel 
Aflaq, who remained closely associated with 
the Iraqi regime until his death in 1989, was, 
according to one historian, "full of enthusiasm 
for Hitler" and other German Fascists. Indeed, 
Aflaq saw in Nazi Germany a model for his 
ideas of a synthesis between nationalism and 
socialism. 

The Hitlerian use of terror by Hussein to 
maintain control of the population has been 
well documented. Hussein personally con
ducted the war with Iran, much as Hitler took 
control of Germany's army in World War II. 
Hussein speaks of doomsday weapons that 
will "astonish our enemies and fascinate our 
friends," much as Hitler held out hope that his 
scientists would develop such weapons to 
save the Third Reich. And both are willing to 
lay waste to their countries in service of their 
megalomania. 

When I was in Israel recently, I asked the 
Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister and 
many other elected officials if they were put off 
in any way by the comparison of Hussein and 
Hitler. To a man they said absolutely not, that 
it was a valid comparison. 

I'll give Eliot A. Cohen of Johns Hopkins 
University the last word on this. 

Unless we crush (Saddam Hussein) and bat
ter his war machine we will open the way to 
schemes of Iraqi hegemony in the Arab world 
fed by vast financial resources, a surpris-

ingly sophisticated technological base, and 
absolute ruthlessness. The stakes are * * * 
the very nature of the world our children and 
grandchildren will inhabit. A world safe for 
Saddam Hussein is a world safe, ultimately, 
for nuclear, chemical, and biological warfare 
waged to feed or, in defensive desperation, to 
thwart the ambition of Saddam and his ilk. 
That world looms less than ten years ahead 
of us. The Hitler analogy may be overdone, 
but at the end of the day there is a good bit 
to be said for it. 

Now I am sure most of my colleagues have 
received from some of the leftwing groups 
which have discovered a convergence of aims 
with Saddam Hussein these posters proclaim
ing "No Blood For Oil." Done in a sort of cross 
between Communist and Fascist art, the post
ers, · as usual, ascribe the basest of motives 
for U.S. actions. Now I am not one of those 
who is going to come before you and claim 
that oil doesn't have a major role in this crisis, 
it clearly does. Oil is a vital national interest. 
But it is ludicrous to suggest that access to oil 
is any more vital to the United States than for 
other countries, especially Third World coun
tries. For if the advanced industrial economies 
of the West suffer from oil disruptions, the 
poor countries of the Third World will suffer as 
well, perhaps even more, resulting in more in
stability in many emerging democracies, and 
more poverty and death. Oil, as vulgar as it 
sounds, is a vital commodity. Even Jimmy 
Carter understood that, which is why he said 
the gulf was within "the vital interests of the 
United States" and that he would go to war to 
protect hostile powers from dominating that re
gion, the so-called Carter doctrine. 

But oil is not the only reason, or the most 
important reason, that we are engaged in the 
gulf. In my view the most compelling reason 
for our intervention is to contain aggression, 
and Hussein's aggression is of a particularly 
vicious variety. Now I know many of my col
leagues will make the case that aggression 
occurs all over the world without our interven
tion, for instance in Red China or the Salties. 
Well I would reply that the United States can
not confront all aggression everywhere. But 
where we can confront aggression with ac
ceptable losses and while maintaining our 
principles, we should do s~if all else fails. In 
the case of the gulf, we are the only ones who 
can do the job. 

And as I said, Hussein is a particularly bru
tal man. Any doubts as to his brutality should 
have been dispelled with the Amnesty Inter
national report on the atrocities-no other 
word will d~ommitted in occupied Kuwait. 
Now many of my liberal colleagues have ex
pressed surprise that conservatives have em
braced the Amnesty International report be
cause we are often at odds with that group 
because of its Socialist sympathies. In this 
case, however, there is so much corroborating 
evidence and so many eyewitness accounts 
that the Amnesty report is really nothing more 
than a compilation of what we already know. 
That is the reason conservatives can feel 
comfortable with Amnesty's report. 

Having said that, the reports out of Kuwait 
are truly grisly. Hussein's torturers have 
learned their lessons well from the Soviets, 
the Cubans, the North Vietnamese, the Nazis, 
and the Rumanians. One of the thirty ex-hos
tages I recently spoke with said that he wit-

nessed an entire Kuwaiti family-a husband, 
wife, and three young children, the oldest only 
about 7 years old-executed by Iraqi soldiers 
for hiding a British citizen in their apartment. 
This type of atrocity has been repeated God 
only knows how often all over Kuwait. 

For Hussein's goal has been to destroy all 
traces of Kuwait and the Kuwaiti people. One 
of the first acts committed by Iraq after its con
quest of Kuwait was to destroy the docu
mentation of all Kuwaitis, the personnel files of 
the entire country, if you will. He then urged 
Iraqis to move into Kuwait in an effort to re
populate the country with Iraqis, thus truly 
making it the 19th Province of Iraq. This is a 
version of Hitler's policy of Lebensraum, or in
creasing the living space for Germans in the 
east. The Vietnamese have also attempted 
this in Cambodia. It is a policy which is, at its 
heart, genocidal. 

This should surprise no one. Saddam and 
the men he surrounds himself with have a his
tory of brutality that is truly extraordinary, even 
by the inflated standards of the 20th century. 
His inner circle consists of relatives and loyal
ists drawn from his hometown of Takrit. But 
they resemble a Mafia don and family more 
than a government. As one historian wrote: 

Iraq is run as a private preserve of Saddam 
and his inner clique. He distributes wealth, 
assigning sectors to his family and other 
close associates to control and to milk. 

For example, those Scud missiles we are all 
concerned about were purchased by Husayn 
Kamil al-Majid, Saddam's son-in-law and the 
second most powerful man in Iraq, who pock
eted a $60 million commission on the deal. 
Dick Cheney eat your heart out. The Hussein 
mob has its hands in almost every business in 
Iraq and they live high as a result. In short, it 
is a gangster state. Why President George 
Bush has to address this thug as Excellency 
is I'll never know. He is not a head of state, 
but a mass murderer. 

Let me close by saying that I pray force 
won't be necessary to evict Saddam Hussein 
from Kuwait. But if war does come, I know our 
fighting men and women will cover themselves 
in glory, and that we will be victorious in a fair
ly short time. 

Our cause is just. Our people are ready. 
The Nation is united. We are the only ones 
who can do the job. I know we will not fail. 

It is always easy to vote against a resolution 
like this and lay claim to the title of peace
maker. But that would be a phony peace, and 
for future victims of Saddam Hussein it would 
be the peace of the grave. I, therefore, urge 
all my colleagues to support the Solarz-Michel 
resolution. 

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, I stand before 
you today faced with the decision of whether 
or not I should vote in support of a resolution 
which authorizes the President, if necessary, 
to use force to end Iraq's occupation of Ku
wait. 

The crisis in the Persian Gulf is a deadly 
and explosive situation. Clearly, there is an 
enormous amount at stake. Already, two New 
Hampshire servicemen have given up their 
lives to this cause. 

Air Force Capt. Michael Chinburg, 26, of 
Durham was killed on Jan. 8, 1991, when the 
fighter jet he was piloting crashed in Saudi 
Arabia. Captain Chinburg served heroically 
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with the 388th Tactical Fighter Wing of the Air 
Force. He was a 1982 graduate of Oyster 
River High School. 

Marine Capt. Gary Dillion, 29, of Concord 
died on Oct. 8, 1990, when his helicopter 
crashed in the Saudi Arabian desert during a 
night mission. Captain Dillion was a 1978 
graduate of Concord High School. 

It is important to their memory that we act 
with courage and conviction when facing the 
crisis before us. 

As a new Member of Congress, I am being 
asked to help clean up a mess that was at 
least partially created by the past failure of 
U.S. foreign policy to deal in a timely and mor
ally correct fashion with the terrorist regime of 
Saddam Hussein. 

Because of our preoccupation with the 
power of Iran in the Persian Gulf, American 
foreign policymakers turned a blind eye to 
Iraq's atrocious record on human rights and its 
support of terrorism against United States citi
zens. Instead of imposing economic sanctions 
on Iraq for its senseless and brutal use of ter
ror, the country was removed from the list of 
terrorist nations and soon became the second 
largest importer of United States grain prod
ucts. 

When an Iraqi plane fired a missile at a 
United States warship in 1987, killing 34 
American seamen, administration policy
makers accepted a half-hearted apology from 
Iraqi diplomats in order to maintain good rela
tions between our countries. 

Even 2 years ago, when Saddam Hussein 
used poison gas to kill 5,000 of his own peo
ple, the administration was not courageous 
enough to initiate economic sanctions against 
Iraq. 

The failure to develop and implement an ag
gressive national energy policy has left us far 
too dependent on oil fields in the Middle East. 
Instead of encouraging the use of renewable 
and alternative energy sources-such as co
generation and solar power-we have sat by 
idly, importing more and more foreign oil over 
the past decade. 

If, during that time, we had invested even a 
fraction of what we are now spending on Op
eration Desert Shield into research and devel
opment of alternative energies, our increased 
energy independence would have made us 
considerably stronger. 

Even today, 2 years into the current admin
istration and 5 months after the brutal and 
bloody Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the Depart
ment of Energy still has no formal energy pol
icy. I stand before you, Mr. Speaker, 4 days 
before the January 15 deadline is due to ex
pire, as an angry witness to the administra
tion's failure to develop a framework for en
couraging our Nation's independence from for
eign oil. 

Other Members of this House-some of 
whom have served in this body since before I 
was born-have said this is the most difficult 
vote they have had to cast in their entire con
gressional careers. It is even more difficult for 
me, being my first substantive vote and com
ing little more than a week after I was sworn 
in as a Member of this body. 

Mr. Speaker, I have listened long and hard 
to the impassioned arguments made by my 
colleagues on both sides of the issues and 
have reflected on the feelings of my constitu-

ents in New Hampshire, many of whom have 
contacted me during the last 2 weeks. After 
truly anguished reflection, I have decided that 
only by authorizing the President to use force, 
if that becomes necessary, can we accomplish 
the vital and just objectives and achieve ob
servance of the U.N. Security Council's resolu
tions in the Persian Gulf. 

At this time in history, we are witnessing the 
birth of a new world order, where differences 
will be settled on diplomatic and economic 
playing fields, rather than on battlefields, and 
where the will of the people and the rule of 
law will be supreme. 

Sadly, as the current crisis shows, some 
countries, like Iraq, are not willing to let diplo
macy resolve disputes. Iraq seems incapable 
of understanding or responding to anything but 
the credible threat of force. 

Mr. Speaker, I am voting for the Solarz
Michel resolution, not to give the President the 
marching orders for war, but to strengthen his 
negotiating hand. I am not voting for war, I am 
voting for a chance at a lasting peace. I im
plore the President to use the powers granted 
in the Solarz-Michel resolution with caution 
and great care. 

I remind the President that he should not 
use force until the United States has first ex
hausted all appropriate peaceful diplomatic 
means to gain Iraq's compliance with the U.N. 
Security Council resolutions. 

But while I urge the President to use re
straint, I also firmly believe that the stakes are 
too high to sit by idly while Iraq thumbs its 
nose at the entire world and commits further 
atrocities against the people of Kuwait. Sad
dam Hussein should not doubt that we are 
united and committed to seeing his uncondi
tional withdrawal from Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, it is better that we stand with 
the President now in the face of Saddam Hus
sein's act of naked aggression, than to wait a 
year or two to authorize the use of force. If we 
wait, Iraq will continue to increase its stockpile 
of chemical and biological weapons. 

Saddam Hussein will also continue his re
lentless pursuit of nuclear capability. We have 
learned from watching Saddam Hussein that 
once he has a weapon, he will use it. As he 
has demonstrated so often in the past, he will 
not let compassion for his fellow man get in 
the way. 

Mr. Speaker, the choice is a difficult one for 
all of us, but at this time, I believe it is the 
right one. I urge my colleagues to join in sup
port of the Solarz-Michel resolution. 

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, while we hope 
for a peaceful resolution to the Persian Gulf 
crisis, we must prepare for the threat of war. 
And if it comes to war, we must know that we 
fight for a just cause. 

Saddam Hussein's August 2 invasion of Ku
wait changed the Middle East. The horrible 
depredation of the Kuwaiti people is already 
fact. However, Saddam's unprovoked aggres
sion, his willingness to use chemical weapons, 
and his potential nuclear arsenal have jeop
ardized the security of the region and the rest 
of the world. Preserving the supply of oil or re
storing the Kuwaiti monarchy are not sufficient 
reasons to get involved in a conflict, but by his 
behavior and intransigence in relinquishing 
Kuwait, Saddam has brutally given us the 

choice of stopping him now, or facing a 
stronger and more defiant challenge later. 

Some have argued that the burden the Unit
ed States is carrying is disproportionate to the 
burden on our allies. Of course we must work 
relentlessly to get all the support we can from 
our allies. The decision to go to war cannot, 
legitimately or morally, be based on econom
ics or rest on the contribution of a particular 
ally. Either this war is justified or not. 

The ultimate reason war would be nec
essary and morally justified is to stop 
Saddam's brutal aggression and eliminate the 
threat he poses. History shows the terrible 
cost of appeasing those bent on aggression, 
and we have seen Saddam's reckless dis
regard for international law and world senti
ment. 

The conclusion is obvious: Something must 
be done to stop Saddam's aggression and re
store stability. Right now, we have the means 
to achieve this. The coalition, while not per
fect, is determined and prepared to do what it 
needs to do to carry out U.N. resolutions. We 
pray that this can be done through peaceful 
means, but it is important that we not tie the 
hands of the President. He needs to have all 
options available to him. Most importantly, he 
needs the prayers and support of the Con
gress and the American people. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on engrossment and 
third reading of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
passage of the joint resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 250, nays 
183, not voting 2, as follows: 

[Roll No. 9) 

YEAS-250 
Ackerman Burton Dornan (CA) 
Allard Byron Dreier 
Anderson Callahan Duncan 
Andrews (TX) Camp Edwards (OK) 
Archer Campbell (CA) Edwards (TX) 
Armey Campbell (CO) Emerson 
A spin Carper Engel 
Bacchus Chandler Erdreich 
Baker Chapman Fascell 
Ballenger Clement Fawell 
Barnard Clinger Fields 
Barrett Coble Fish 
Bartlett Coleman (MO) Franks (CT) 
Barton Combest Frost 
Bateman Condit Gallegly 
Bentley Cooper Gallo 
Bereuter Coughlin Gekas 
Berman Cox (CA) Geren 
Bevill Cramer Gilchrest 
Bil bray Crane Gillmor 
Bilirakis Cunningham Gilman 
Bliley Dannemeyer Gingrich 
Boehlert Darden Glickman 
Boehner Davis Goodling 
Borski de la Garza Gordon 
Brewster De Lay Goss 
Brooks Derrick Gradison 
Broomfield Dickinson Grandy 
Browder Dingell Green 
Bunning Doolittle Gunderson 
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Hall (TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hubba.rd 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Madigan 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McColl um 

Abercrombie 
Alexander 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Boni or 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Cardin 
Carr 
Cla.y 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conte 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 

McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 

NAYS-183 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
English 
Espy 
Evans 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford (MI) 
Ford(TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gray 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jontz 
Ka.njorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 

Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Torricelli 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Ja.gt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
LaRocco 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McDermott 
McHugh 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella. 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
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Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Panetta 
Payne (NJ) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Roe 
Roemer 

Rose 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith (FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 

Studds 
Swift 
Syna.r 
Taylor (MS) 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

NOT VOTING-2 
Dymally Udall 

D 1551 
So the joint resolution was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, because 

of medical reasons, I was unable to par
ticipate in the debate regarding the 
Persian Gulf crisis. 

If I were present, I would have voted 
in the following way: "Yes" on Ben
nett-Dubin; "Yes" on Hamilton-Gep
hardt; and "No" on Solarz-Michel. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked to proceed for 1 minute so that I 
might inquire of the distinguished ma
jority leader how he perceives the pro
gram to be in the coming week, or be
fore the 23d when we are formally in 
session. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ap
preciate the gentleman yielding to me. 

Our intention is to stay in session 
now for a few more moments. We be
lieve the Senate resolution, which we 
believe is worded exactly as our resolu
tion is worded, will be coming here 
soon. We have to stay in session until 
that happens. We will have special or
ders until that happens. 

When that happens, we will then ad
journ until Monday noon and we will 
be in session each day next week in pro 
forma sessions meeting at noon each 
day. 

Members will not expect there to be 
votes next week. I have no plans for 
bills or votes, but we felt that it was 
important that the Congress stay in 

pro forma session each day of next 
week. 

The message from the Senate will be 
coming in a few moments. 

Mr. MICHEL. Yes, and that, of 
course, will tell us for all practical pur
poses that the Senate will substitute 
the language of the House bill, which 
then will not require it coming back to 
this body. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. That is correct. We 
expect no further action here. 

Mr. MICHEL. So that we expect no 
further action today here. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. That is right. 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, might I 

inquire further of the distinguished 
majority leader, I do not know that we 
made it all that clear for next week 
with the proforma sessions during the 
course of the week. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, again the ses
sions next week are pro forma sessions, 
no votes, pro f orma sessions each day 
at noon. 

Mr. MICHEL. And Mr. Speaker, may 
I have the liberty to convey our con
servation that we might very well just 
have pro forma sessions up until the 
23d? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has had 
discussions with the majority leader 
and with the Republican leader. Mem
bers should be advised that the prob
ability is that votes will not occur, but 
that the House will be in session each 
day between now and the regular ses
sion January 23, beginning with each 
day next week, as the majority leader 
has announced. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I just 
wanted to ask the majority leader, 
since we obviously are entering un
chartered waters, can Members gen
erally assume that if for some reason 
we do have to have votes, this being an 
unknown time, that Members would 
get say 24 hours' notice or some kind of 
minimum notice, particularly on the 
west coast, in order to get back in 
time. I just raise that issue since we do 
not really know what may happen. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, if there is a need 
to be here, we will give Members 24 
hours' notice so that they can know 
when to be here. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman. If there 
are no other questions, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include therein extraneous 
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material on the Solarz-Michel joint 
resolution just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to 

announce that in accordance with the 
announcement of the leadership, we 
will be meeting on each day, Monday 
through Friday, except on January 21, 
which is the anniversary of the birth
day of Dr. Martin Luther King, which 
is a Federal holiday, on which day the 
House will not be in session. 

The Chair will receive a limited num
ber of I-minute requests. 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER. If there are no re

quests, the Chair declares the House in 
recess subject to the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 3 o'clock and 56 min
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

D 1622 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 

was called to order by the Speaker at 4 
o'clock and 22 minutes p.m. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed without 
amendment a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

H.J. Res. 77. Joint resolution to authorize 
the use of U.S. Armed Forces pursuant to 
U.N. Security Council Resolution 678. 

A message also announced that the 
Senate has passed a joint resolution of 
the following title, in which the con
currence of the House is requested: 

S.J. Res. 2. Joint resolution to authorize 
the use of U.S. Armed Forces pursuant to 
U.N. Security Council Resolution 678. 

The message also announced that, 
pursuant to Public Law 85--874, the 
Chair, as President of the Senate, ap
points Mr. HATFIELD, to the Board of 
Trustees of the John F. Kennedy Cen
ter for the Performing Acts. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
REPUBLICAN LEADER 

The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before 
the House the following communica
tion from the Republican leader: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, January 11, 1991. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to Section 

400DD(e)(2)(B), ·Public Law 100-494, I hereby 

appoint the gentleman from California, Mr. 
Lewis, to serve as a member of the United 
States Alternative Fuels Council. 

Sincerely yours. 
BOB MICHEL, 

Republican Leader. 

REAPPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO 
U.S. ALTERNATIVE FUELS COUN
CIL 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro

visions of section 4 of Public Law 100-
494, the Chair reappoints to the U.S. 
Alternative Fuels Council on the part 
of the House the gentleman from Ar
kansas [Mr. ALEXANDER]. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled a joint resolution 
of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.J. Res. 77. Joint resolution to authorize 
the use of U.S. Armed Forces pursuant to 
U.N. Security Council Resolution 678. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ECKART. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 4 o'clock and 24 minutes p.m.) 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, January 14, 1991, 
at 12 noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

294. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-228, "D.C. Emergency 
Overnight Shelter Amendment Act of 1990," 
and report, pursuant to D.C. Code, Section 1-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

295. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-289, "Assault Weapon Man
ufacturing Strict Liability Act of 1990," and 
report, pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

296. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-279 "District of Columbia 
Uniform Disclaimer of Property Interests 
Act of 1990," and report, pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

297. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-281, "District of Columbia 
Fire Prevention Code Outdoor Grill Safety 
Amendment Act of 1990," and report, pursu
ant to D.C. Code, Section 1-233(c)(l); to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

298. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 

copy of D.C. act 8-277, "Advisory Neighbor
hood Commission Amendment Act of 1990," 
and report. pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

299. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-266, "Task Force on Hun
ger Act of 1990," and report, pursuant to D.C. 
Code Section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

300. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-280, "Uniform Law on No
tarial Act of 1990," and report, pursuant to 
D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

301. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-278, "Smoking Regulation 
Amendment Act of 1990," and report, pursu
ant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

302. A letter from the Chairman. Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-268, "D.C. Family Support 
Act Federal Conformity Amendment Act of 
1990," and report, pursuant to D.C. Code, sec
tion 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

303. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-298, "General Obligation 
Bond Act of 1990," and report, pursuant to 
D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

304. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-299, "Medicare Cata
strophic Coverage Repeal Minimum Guide
lines Temporary Act of 1990," and report, 
pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

305. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-262, "Washington Conven
tion Center Management Act of 1979 Amend
ment Act of 1990," and report, pursuant to 
D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

306. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-263, "Child Abuse and Ne
glect Amendment Act of 1990," and report, 
pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

307. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-292, "Paramount Baptist 
Church Equitable Tax Relief Act of 1990," 
and report, pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

308. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-291, "Petworth Methodist 
Church Equitable Real Property Tax Relief 
Act of 1990," and report. pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

309. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-293, "Jerusalem Baptist 
Church Equitable Real Property Tax Relief 
Act of 1990," and report, plll'suant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

310. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-294, "Episcopal Church 
Home Equitable Real Property Tax Relief 
Act of 1990," and report, pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 
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311. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 

the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-295, "Mount Ephriam Bap
tist Church, Inc., Equitable Real Property 
Tax Relief Act of 1990," and report, pursuant 
to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

312. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-296, "Closing of a Public 
Alley in Square 67, S.O. 88-309, Act of 1990," 
and report, pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

313. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-297, "Closing of a Public 
Alley in Square 76, S.O. 89-46, Act of 1990," 
and report, pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

314. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-283, "Paper and Paper 
Products Recycling Incentive Amendment 
Act of 1990," and report, pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

315. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-284, "Real Estate Trans
action Amendment Act of 1990," and report, 
pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

316. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-261, "D.C. Workers' Com
pensation Equity Amendment Act of 1990," 
and report, pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

317. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 8-282, "Real Property Im
provements and Construction Tax Amend
ment Act of 1990," and report, pursuant to 
D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

318. A letter from the Chairman, Harry S. 
Truman Scholarship Foundation, transmit
ting the annual report for 1990, pursuant to 
20 U.S.C. 2012(b); to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

319. A letter from the Acting Director, De
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit
ting by direction of the President a report 
that on January 4, 1990, at approximately 3 
p.m., a United States UH-lH helicopter came 
under groundfire as it exited the landing 
lane at Canton Y Caserio San Francisco, El 
Salvador; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

320. A letter from the Chairman, Farm 
Credit Administration, transmitting the an
nual report under the Federal Managers' Fi
nancial Integrity Act for fiscal year 1990, 
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

321. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the annual report under the 
Federal Managers' Financial Integrity Act 
for fiscal year 1990, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
3512(c)(3); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

322. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Endowment for the Arts, transmitting the 
annual report under the Federal Managers' 
Financial Integrity Act for fiscal year 1990, 
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

323. A letter from the President, Overseas 
Private Investment Corp., transmitting the 
annual report under the Federal Managers' 

Financial Integrity Act for fiscal year 1990, 
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3512 (c)(3); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

324. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting the annual report under 
the Federal Managers' Financial Integrity 
Act for fiscal year 1990, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
3512(c)(3); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
f erred as follows: 

[Omitted from the Record of January 11, 1991] 
By Mr. WHEAT (for himself, Mr. CAL

LAHAN, and Mr. GEPHARDT): 
H.R. 520. A bill to encourage States to es

tablish parents as teachers programs; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

[Introduced January 12, 1991] 
By Mr. BEVILL: 

R.R. 521. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Transportation to carry out a highway 
project to construct Appalachian highway 
corridor X from Appalachian highway cor
ridor V near Fulton, MS, to Interstate route 
59 at Birmingham, AL; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. ESPY (for himself and Mr. EM
ERSON): 

H.R. 522. A bill to transfer the personal 
property of the Lower Mississippi Delta De
velopment Commission to the Lower Mis
sissippi Delta Development Center and to au
thorize appropriations for the center; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. VOLKMER (for himself, Mr. 
ENGLISH, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. STAL
LINGS, Mr. MORRISON of Washington, 
and Mr. JONTZ): 

R.R. 523. A bill to provide for the calcula
tion of certain wheat deficiency payments on 
a calendar year basis; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. MICHEL (for himself, Mr. SO
LARZ, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. BROOMFIELD, 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. 
DICKINSON, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. ACKER
MAN, Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. LEVINE 
of California, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 
MCCURDY, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. SKELTON, 
Mr. HYDE, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. LEACH 
of Iowa, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. LEWIS of 
California, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. KYL, 
Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr. DORNAN of Califor
nia, Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. 
VOLKMER, Mr. LANTOS, Mrs. LLOYD, 
Mr. MCEWEN and Mr. BLAZ): 

H.J. Res. 77. Joint resolution to authorize 
the use of U.S. Armed Forces pursuant to 
United Nations Security Council Resolution 
678; considered and passed. 

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. MILLER of 
California, Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. STARK, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. 
SANGMEISTER, Mr. EVANS, Mr. BOU
CHER, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New 
York, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. TRAXLER, 
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. YATES, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. NAGLE, 
Mr. SABO, Mr. GEJDENSON, Ms. KAP
TUR, Mr. UDALL, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. MFUME, 
Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. 
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LEWIS cf Georgia, Mr. PEASE, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MARKEY, 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. TORRES, 
Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. ROE, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
JONTZ, Mr. OLIN, Mr. DORGAN of 
North Dakota, Mr. BROWN of Califor
nia, Mr. McDERMOTT, Mr. NEAL of 
North Carolina, Mr. MOODY, Mr. 
WOLPE, Mr. COYNE, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FOGLI
ETTA, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. NEAL 
of Massachusetts, Mr. ScHEUER, Mrs. 
LOWEY of New York, Mr. MAVROULES, 
Mr. PERKINS, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mrs. 
MINK, Mr. OBERST AR, Mr. PAYNE of 
New Jersey, Mr. ESPY, Mr. BEILEN
SON, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. BACCHUS, 
Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. 
WASHINGTON, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. REED, 
Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. Russo, and Mr. AN
DREWS of New Jersey): 

H. Con. Res. 32. Concurrent Resolution to 
express the sense of Congress that Congress 
must approve any offensive military action 
against Iraq; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. GEPHARDT (for himself and 
Mr. HAMILTON): 

H. Con. Res. 33. Concurrent resolution re
garding United States policy to reverse 
Iraq's occupation of Kuwait; considered and 
not agreed to. 

By Mr. HUCKABY: 
H. Con. Res. 34. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
President should develop a plan for increased 
financial contributions by nations allied 
with the United States which benefit from 
the commitment of United States military 
forces in the Persian Gulf; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. McEWEN: 
H. Res. 31. Resolution to provide that the 

new franking requirements and procedures, 
as they pertain to the House of Representa
tives, be suspended pending the completion 
of a study and report thereon; jointly, to the 
Committee on House Administration and 
Rules. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

R.R. 2: Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. WIL
LIAMS, Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. MILLER 
of California, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. 
OWENS of New York, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. ACKER
MAN, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. AUCOIN, 
Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. BONIOR, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. BRUCE, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. CAMP
BELL of California, Mr. CARPER, Mr. COLEMAN 
of Texas, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mrs. COL
LINS of Michigan, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DAVIS, 
Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DELLUMS, 
Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. DURBIN' Mr. DWYER of New 
Jersey, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. ESPY, 
Mr. EVANS, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FEI
GHAN, Mr. FISH, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FOGLIETTA, 
Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. FRANK of Massa
chusetts, Mr. FROST, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
GEPHARDT, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. 
GRAY, Mr. GREEN of New York, Mr. GUARINI, 
Mr. HERTEL, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. 
HOYER, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. 
KOLTER, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. LEVINE 
of California, Mr. LEVIN of Michigan, Mr. 
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LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. MANTON, Mr. MARKEY, 
Mr. MARTIN, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCGRATH, 
Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. MINETA, 
Mrs. MINK, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. MOODY, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. NEAL of Massa
chusetts, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. PAYNE of New 
Jersey, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. RA
HALL, Mr. REED, Mr. ROE, Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. 
SABO, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
SHAYS, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SO
LARZ, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. SWETT, 
Mr. SWIFT, Mr. TORRES, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
UDALL, Mrs. UNSOELD, Ms. WATERS, Mr. WAX
MAN, Mr. WEISS, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 
WISE, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. YATES, Mr. EDWARDS 
of California, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. PERKINS, and 
Mr. DIXON. 

H .R. 5: Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. DINGELL, 
Mr. RoE, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ANNUNZIO, 
Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. 
BACCHUS, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BONIOR, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. BROWN, Mr. CAMPBELL of Colo
rado, Mr. CARPER, Mr. CARR, Mrs. COLLINS of 
Michigan, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. COYNE, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DICKS, Mr. DON
NELLY, Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota, Mr. 
DOWNEY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. ESPY, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FASCELL, 

Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FOG
LIETTA, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. FROST, Mr. GEJDENSON, 
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. GONZALEZ, 
Mr. GUARINI, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. 
HERTEL, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, 
Mr. HORTON, Mr. HOYER, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
JONTZ, Mr. KANJORSKI, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
KLECZKA, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. LEHMAN of California, Mr. LE
VINE of California, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. LONG, 
Mrs. LOWEY of New York, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCHUGH, 
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. MFUME, Mr. MILLER of 
California, Mr. MINETA, Mrs. MINK, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. MOODY, Mr. 
MRAZEK, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. NAGLE, Ms. 
OAKAR, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. OBEY, Mr. OWENS 
of New York, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. PEASE, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PENNY, 
Mr. PERKINS, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
ROYBAL, Mr. Russo, Mr. SABO, Mr. SAVAGE, 
Mr. SCHEUER, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. 
SLATTERY, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. 
SMITH of Florida, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. STARK, 
Mr. STOKES, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 
TRAXLER, Mr. VENTO, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. 

WEISS, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. WIL
SON, Mr. WISE, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
MATSUI, and Mr. SWIFT. 

H.R. 233: Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. MILLER of Cali
fornia , and Mr. JONTZ. 

H.R. 290: Mr. MILLER of California, Mrs. 
LOWEY of New York, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. BRUCE, 
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. WISE, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. MUR
THA, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. COLEMAN of 
Texas, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. 
POSHARD. 

H .R. 292: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. FROST. 
H .R. 317: Mr. REGULA, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 

POSHARD, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
NOWAK, and Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado. 

H.R. 346: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. MILLER of Washington, and Mr. 
CHAPMAN. 

H.R. 426: Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. 
HEFLEY, Mr. HORTON, Mr. JAMES, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. 
Ros-LEHTINEN, and Mr. WILSON . 

H.R. 469: Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. 
PAXON, Mr. STOKES, Mr. MCCURDY, Mr. LA
FALCE, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. LEWIS of 
California, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. LOWERY of Cali
fornia, Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado, Mr. SMITH 
of Florida, Mr. Goss, and Mr. WILSON. 
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