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partners have moved forward in a plan
of deployment to convince Saddam we
are serious, that if he does not comply,
and comply quickly and completely,
there will be action taken.

As we had this debate on the floor—
and one of the reasons many Members
here supported this resolution—it was
to make sure Saddam knew we were se-
rious, we were going to follow through
with what we said we would do, and the
President had the support of the Amer-
ican public, thereby making it a cred-
ible threat, giving—I heard this over
and over—giving peace the best chance
by letting Saddam know the certainty
of his noncompliance.

Mr. KYL. Might I just make one final
comment to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania?

Mr. SANTORUM. Please.

Mr. KYL. I did find what I was look-
ing for. The Senator has made exactly
the right point. Inspectors can verify
someone who wants to be in voluntary
compliance, but inspectors cannot find
something you are trying to hide. Two
comments. Secretary Wolfowitz said,
on January 23:

It is not the job of inspectors to disarm
Iraq. It is Iraq’s job to disarm itself. What
inspectors can do is confirm that a country
has willingly disarmed and provide verifiable
evidence that it has done so.

Then Secretary Powell had said this
in the Washington Post a week ago:

The question isn’t how much longer do you
need for inspectors to work. Inspections will
not work.

Mr. SANTORUM. Yes. The term I use
over and over again is that these are
inspectors, not investigators. These are
not detectives. This concept that in-
spectors will find a smoking gun is ab-
surd. It is absurd. They will not be-
cause they are not looking for a smok-
ing gun. It is not their mission to find
a smoking gun. They are there, as the
Senator from Arizona quoted our peo-
ple at the Defense Department—Paul
Wolfowitz—they are there to determine
whether Saddam is telling us the truth
in the information he has given us.
Since he has not given us any informa-
tion as to what he has done with his
weapons of mass destruction, it is very
difficult for them to determine wheth-
er he is telling the truth.

So this whole concept, No. 1, that the
burden of proof is on the United States
of America or on the United Nations or
on these weapons inspectors to find
what Saddam has is false. And the ex-
pectation that there is some smoking
gun we must show Members of the Sen-
ate, people in America, or people
around the world, as some countries
have indicated, is absurd on its face.
Certainly, the countries that are in-
volved in this action and have been in-
volved in these negotiations at the
United Nations know it. They know
these inspectors are not there to find a
smoking gun, are not there to find
weapons of mass destruction. That is
not what they are there to do.

They happened to stumble onto 16
warheads that could use chemicals,
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that could contain chemical and bio-
logical weapons. They stumbled onto
them. It just tells you how many of
these things are probably lying around
where even inspectors who are not
looking for them can stumble onto
them.

So the basic point I am trying to
make is nothing has fundamentally
changed, except two things: No. 1, more
of the same; more of the same; Saddam
Hussein is not disarming and he is not
cooperating, which he is required to do
under the United Nations resolution.
That has not changed. And the threat
to the United States as a result has not
changed. That was a threat when we
debated this in September. It is a
threat today. So those things have not
changed.

One thing has changed: We have
begun, along with our coalition part-
ners, to begin to deploy force in the re-
gion with the express purpose of giving
Saddam every opportunity to under-
stand the seriousness of our commit-
ment. We should not at this time back
down from that commitment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be recognized for
15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

THE PRESIDENT’S STATE OF THE
UNION ADDRESS

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I have a
couple comments. First, on the heels of
what has been said by our friends on
the other side, a little more than 24
hours ago we listened as the President
addressed our Nation and shared with
us how he thinks we are doing and how
he thinks we could do better.

I thought it was, for the most part, a
good speech, well delivered. There were
a number of aspects of the address I es-
pecially welcomed. As a former Gov-
ernor of Delaware, who has been a men-
tor for over 5 years, and who went out
and recruited 10,000 mentors in our
State, I especially appreciated his rec-
ognition for the importance of the
roles of mentors in young people’s lives
and the call for other Americans to
mentor children in their own commu-
nities.

I very much appreciated his, I be-
lieve, sincere commitment toward ral-
lying the United States to help fight
the AIDS epidemic in Africa and to put
our money where our mouths are.

A year or so ago we sat just down the
Hall in the House Chamber and the
President talked about an axis of evil
in which he included North Korea, Iraq,
and Iran. I had some difference with
what he said, particularly dealing with
Iran. He simply seemed to lump all the
Iranians together, whether they hap-
pen to be the ruling clerics, who are
squashing human liberties, civil rights
in that country, or whether they hap-
pen to be many of the younger people,
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those who have taken to the streets,
who have demonstrated, risked their
lives in a commitment to democracy.

I was very pleased when President
Bush, in his comments the night before
last, spoke to the situation in Iran and
acknowledged there are two camps.
There is a camp whose direction we do
not endorse, we do not support, but
strongly differ with. But there are a lot
of good people in that country who are
trying to do the right thing for them-
selves in a way we would welcome as
they seek to restore civil liberties,
human liberties, human rights, and to
infuse a true democracy in that coun-
try.

There are a lot of people in that
country who, frankly, like this coun-
try. On the heels on 9/11, and a time or
two since, we have heard of sponta-
neous and organized demonstrations
there where a number of people have
expressed their sympathy with what we
have suffered as a result of 9/11.

Those are just a few aspects of the
President’s speech in which I found
favor.

There were a couple others that I
thought were missing. Delaware is a
State where we have had a remarkably
strong economy. Our unemployment
rate today is about 4 percent, which
compares very favorably with other
parts of America. I am not sure what
the situation is in Montana, home of
our Presiding Officer. Some States
have unemployment rates of 6, 7,
maybe 8 percent. We have a million or
more people who don’t have a job today
than we did a year or so ago. I was dis-
appointed in the President’s decision
not to acknowledge that these are
tough times for a lot of States finan-
cially, that the cumulative deficits
faced by the States this year are in the
tens of billions of dollars, actually get-
ting bigger, not smaller, as the year
goes forward.

Some in this body think we should
write out a check and provide revenue
sharing for the States. I was never a
big advocate for revenue sharing when
I was a Member of the House or as a
Governor for 8 years. I am not a huge
advocate of revenue sharing today. Un-
fortunately, we actually don’t have a
whole lot of revenues to share these
days, given the kind of budget deficits
we face. But there are a couple of ways
we might want to consider helping the
States. I will just mention three. I will
certainly pursue those with the admin-
istration and my colleagues.

No. 1, States are getting killed on
Medicaid costs. As unemployment goes
up, people are losing health care and
more people are showing up asking for
coverage under Medicaid, health care
for low-income and unemployed people.
There is a formula called the FMAP
formula that specifies what percentage
of Medicaid is paid by the Federal Gov-
ernment and what percentage is paid
by the States. It varies from State to
State. For my State, the Feds pay
roughly half and the State pays half of
Medicaid costs. In some cases, the
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States pay less, in some cases maybe a
bit more.

We ought to change that formula for
a year or two, as the States try to get
on their feet and provide a little bit
more help—not forever, not perma-
nently, but to make a modification for
a year or two in the share of the Med-
icaid cost we are willing to bear, not by
10, 20 percent, but by a couple of per-
cent.

Another area where we can help
States—and it has a lot to do with
doing what is right and also what is in
the best long-term economic interest—
is making sure we fully fund No Child
Left Behind, something we debated at
some length just last week. States
don’t need unfunded mandates. As
their revenues are dropping, most
States have adopted basic standards for
math, science, English, and social stud-
ies, and they are measuring student
progress towards those standards.
States are under pressure to cut back
on the extra learning time they put in
place. They are under pressure to cut
back on the funding they are providing
for Head Start and early childhood edu-
cation.

It is important for us to make sure
we meet our commitment for funding
No Child Left Behind, so as the States
struggle to come up with the money to
pay for a whole host of costs, at least
we are meeting our side of the bargain
for funding education.

One other area the President spoke
to, at least indirectly, was State and
local frontline defenders—police, para-
medics, fire, and others—when we have
our next terrorist attack. Unfortu-
nately, we probably will. The people
who will be confronted with that ini-
tiative aren’t so much those of us here
in Washington; it is going to be the cop
on the beat, the paramedic on duty, the
fire station that gets the call; they are
going to be among the first.

It is important that we do what we
can and need to, working through our
new Department of Homeland Security
and funding the problems we have au-
thorized, listening to the States where
they believe their need is the greatest,
and be responsive to that.

Yesterday, the Congressional Budget
Office, on the heels of the President’s
State of the Union Message, brought up
a subject that he did not; that is, the
size of our budget deficit. The Presi-
dent did not bring up the size of our
trade deficit either. The size of the Na-
tion’s trade deficit last month was
about $40 billion. It wasn’t that long
ago, if we had had a trade deficit of $40
billion for 1 year, not 1 month, people
would have been alarmed. A lot of
alarms would have gone off in this city
and around the country. Our trade def-
icit last month was $40 billion. Our
trade deficit last year reached close to
$400 billion. It has been a long time
since we had a surplus on the trade
side—far too long. But the numbers are
going in the wrong direction. We need
to be mindful of that and concerned.

The budget deficit numbers are going
the wrong way, too. It wasn’t that long
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ago that they were actually going in
the right direction. Starting in 1998
and 1999, 2000 and 2001, we actually had
budget surpluses for the first time
since 1969. I don’t recall, hearing the
President’s State of the Union Mes-
sage, his mentioning the issue of budg-
et deficits or trade deficits. If he did, I
missed it. But to be honest with the
American people and ourselves, they
are important. They are problems.
They are concerns. They need to be ad-
dressed.

The President, in an effort to try to
get the economy moving again, has
said what we ought to do is cut taxes.
He has laid out a proposal for doing
that, with getting rid of the double
taxation of dividend income. In theory,
it is not a bad idea, although his ap-
proach is one I am not sure is the best.
It may make more sense to let busi-
nesses expense their dividend payments
as they do interest payments, if they
are interested in getting rid of this im-
balance that is favored toward debt by
companies. But I don’t want to quarrel
with that.

We have cut taxes two times now:
2001, a large tax cut; 2002, a smaller tax
cut bill. It is like the quarterback or
the coach who is calling a play. The
President called the play in 2001: We
have an economy that is not doing
well; let’s cut taxes. The economy is
not doing well; let’s cut taxes in 2002.
The economy is still not doing well;
let’s cut taxes again in 2003.

As a former Governor, I used to cut
taxes fairly regularly in my State. We
cut them for 7 out of the 8 years I was
privileged to be Governor. But we also
cut taxes in a way that was consistent
with a balanced budget, in a way that
was balanced, fair, and equitable. We
cut taxes in a way that we believed
would stimulate the economy, the eco-
nomic development and creation of
jobs. We had a litmus test. A similar
litmus test needs to be applied to this
proposal. Will it stimulate the econ-
omy in the near term? Is it consistent
with a balanced budget over the long
haul? Is it broad based, equitable? And
is there anything in there to help the
States as a result of passing those tax
cuts in 2001 and 2002? because so many
State budgets or State tax laws piggy-
back on Federal tax laws. They are
interconnected. When we cut Federal
taxes, we also cut States taxes. As they
are struggling to make ends meet, we
are prepared to cut taxes again, an-
other $4 or $5 billion added to an al-
ready heavy burden for States.

I have talked of late with a lot of
business leaders in my State, and they
acknowledge that the idea of elimi-
nating the double taxation of dividends
is probably the right thing to do. Intel-
lectually, a number of them have
said—and I agree in the context of
overall tax reform—it may make sense.
Doing it just on its own to stimulate
the economy maybe doesn’t. At least it
won’t have the kind of near-term effect
for which many would hope.

What a number of people a whole lot
smarter than I, who study the economy
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and economics, study our banking sys-
tem, and who run companies, have said
is, more than a tax cut right now to get
our economy moving, more than a
spending package to get our economy
moving, we need to get rid of the un-
certainty we face, not so much here at
home, although the threat of terrorism
is part of it, but around the world.

The President spent a lot of time
talking about uncertainty—with re-
spect to North Korea, an effort to pur-
sue a diplomatic solution, which I be-
lieve is the right approach, and then
with respect to Iraq, the approach he
spoke to and which has been discussed
here today. For myself, the weapons of
mass destruction that Iraq and Saddam
Hussein had just a few years ago, in the
late 1990s, acknowledged they had a few
years ago, I believe they still have.
They have them hidden. They have not
reported them. They have not de-
stroyed them. I believe they have
them.

The question is: What do we do to get
rid of them? Take them away from
Saddam Hussein, and his ability to de-
liver them in the region or outside that
region?

On this one, we may have a difference
of opinion, although I am not sure just
how broad those differences are. I
heard the President talk about his re-
quest of Colin Powell to go to the
United Nations on February 5 and give
an address with respect to what we be-
lieve we ought to do, given the early
results from the inspections, what we
should do next at the United Nations,
the Security Council, for our country.

Sitting in the House Chamber, I
heard the President say he is going to
send the Secretary of State over to the
United Nations on February 5 to give
an address. I wonder if this is going to
be like something that happened about
40 years ago when John Kennedy was
our President and he sent Adlai Ste-
venson, Ambassador to the United Na-
tions, as we were working on another
potential military altercation, this one
a very serious one between the United
States and the Soviet Union, as we be-
lieved the Soviets were introducing in-
termediate-range ballistic missiles into
Cuba which could target the United
States. We asserted this was what the
Soviets were trying to do. They denied
it. We attempted to gain intelligence
information, which was difficult to
come by. Finally, we hit pay dirt. In-
telligence flights over Cuba captured
not only missiles but the site prepara-
tion that was on going. Our U.N. Am-
bassador, Adlai Stevenson, presented
that information to his colleagues at
the U.N. in one of the most famous ex-
changes I have ever heard at the U.N.
When the Soviet Ambassador was con-
fronted with these photographs of all
this material, larger and larger photo-
graphs, he said he needed more time to
understand the translation of the accu-
sations coming from our Ambassador.
He said he needed more time to under-
stand what he was hearing through the
earphones. Adlai Stevenson said, ‘““You
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know what I am saying, and you know
what these pictures say, and I will wait
until hell freezes over.”’

That is a long time, until hell freezes
over. I am not going to suggest we
should wait that long for the Iraqis to
fess up and turn over and enable to be
destroyed that which I think they
clearly harbor. But I hope, just as the
President of 40 years ago chose to con-
tinue to work through the U.N., this
President will do so as well.

Going back to the economy, the best
thing we can do to get the economy
moving is to eliminate all this uncer-
tainty that flows out of Irag—hope-
fully, peacefully, but in the end, if need
be, through war. Hopefully, we can do
it without going to war. If it is nec-
essary, we should be prepared to do
that. I have said all along, one of the
reasons we were so effective in the Per-
sian Gulf war—which I supported as a
House Member and voted for as a House
Member—I think one of the reasons we
were successful there, and in Afghani-
stan, is we didn’t do it by ourselves. It
was not just unilaterally, us by our-
selves. We led an armada of nations. If
there is to be a military altercation,
our chances for success are better en-
hanced if we do not do it alone and if
we have the blessing of the U.N. and if
we have broad-based military support
from around the globe. I worry about
the human cost to our soldiers, sailors,
and airmen in a war. We are going to
win and, I think, without a great deal
of difficulty. Taking the cities might
be a lot more dangerous, and we face a
threat from the biological and chem-
ical weapons he has. Hopefully, we will
win without a huge cost in lives.

The financial cost will be lowered if
we have others by our side. What I am
concerned about maybe more than any-
thing is the cost of the postwar, the
morning after, when we help try to put
Humpty-Dumpty back together in a
country that has no democratic mem-
ory or institutions, a lot of dissenting
voices and ethnic groups—pulling them
together and trying to help them be-
come a democracy. It is going to take
time, money, and a lot of patience. I
don’t want the U.S. to be doing that by
itself.

How does all this fit into the econ-
omy? We can offer businesses all kinds
of tax incentives to make investments
and other decisions. When they are
faced with uncertainty, they are not
going to make the kind of investments
we want them to make and they ought
to be making. The sooner we can re-
solve—hopefully peacefully and, if not,
through the use of force—the situation
in the Middle East, I think that prob-
ably augurs better for the economy.

Having said that, let’s be careful in
our rush to judgment and keep in mind
that our chances for early success, and
for reducing the loss of life to Ameri-
cans, and our chances for reducing out-
of-pocket costs for the war and the
postwar occupation are diminished if
we have a lot of others with us. Espe-
cially in the next few weeks, we need

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

to continue to be patient and share our
intelligence with the inspectors and
give them the best information for
them to do their job on the ground.

I thank the Chair for the time. I look
forward to yielding back whatever time
I have and hearing from my friend and
colleague from New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to speak for up to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
THE SITUATION IN IRAQ

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, as I
understood the President in his State
of the Union speech earlier this week,
it is his intention to begin military ac-
tion against Iraq sometime in the near
future. That stated intention of the
President causes me some grave con-
cern, and I wanted to come to the Sen-
ate floor today and express that con-
cern.

Let me begin by stating the propo-
sitions with which we all agree. First,
I think we all agree Saddam Hussein is
a brutal despot who has terrorized his
own people and has threatened his
neighboring States for many years.
Second, whether or not Saddam Hus-
sein has weapons of mass destruction
in a readily usable form at this time,
we must assume that given the oppor-
tunity he will obtain those weapons.
Third, it is very much in our interest
as a Nation, and in the interest of our
allies, that Saddam Hussein be pre-
vented from acquiring or maintaining
those weapons.

But the question before the country
today is narrower than these propo-
sitions. The question before the coun-
try is whether we should cut short the
inspection process that is currently un-
derway. The U.N. inspection process is
a process that we rightly insisted upon
in our earlier deliberations with the
Security Council. So the question is
whether we should cut short that in-
spection process and begin a military
action to remove Saddam Hussein and
his regime from power.

The President has moved aggres-
sively to prepare this Nation for war.
The total number of personnel who
have been either ordered to deploy, or
who have been put on alert to do so, is
roughly 148,000. There are roughly
23,000 marines en route to the Persian
Gulf aboard three major task forces.
There are roughly 25,000 sailors and
aviators attached to the various car-
rier battle groups and amphibious task
forces that are either en route to the
region, on standby, or are on surge sta-
tus. These forces include some 175 air-
craft of all types and over 1,000 VLS
launch tubes carrying nearly 500 cruise
missiles.

So steps have been taken to prepare
us militarily for war. Today, we are,
simply put, on the brink of war. But
while these military preparations have
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occurred, there has also been a parallel
effort going on through the U.N. to as-
certain what weapons of mass destruc-
tion Saddam Hussein holds, where
those weapons are located, and what
threat those weapons pose to his neigh-
bors and to other free nations.

We have come to a difficult decision
point. The Pentagon is advising the
President that military preparations
are nearly complete. The President
must decide whether this country
should proceed militarily in the next
few weeks or whether we should con-
tinue to support the efforts of U.N. in-
spectors to carry out the instructions
that were given them by the U.N. Secu-
rity Council, on which we sit.

In my view, the President should
allow the U.N. inspectors to continue
their work. If they are denied access to
sites they wish to inspect, then the use
of military force will be justified. If
they find substantial evidence of a
weapons program that threatens Iraq’s
neighbors, then we should join with
those neighbors in eliminating that
threat. But up until this date, up until
today, neither of these circumstances
prevails. The inspectors themselves
have so stated, and they have asked for
additional time to complete their
work.

The decision the President makes on
going to war with Iraq will be the first
test of the new National Security
Strategy that was issued by the White
House in September of last year. In
that document, the President acknowl-
edges that the legitimacy of preemp-
tive military action depends ‘‘on the
existence of an imminent threat.”

Right after that statement appears
in this document, however, the docu-
ment speaks of ‘‘adapting the concept
of imminent threat.” How much adap-
tation of that concept is wise? How
much adaptation of that concept
makes sense for ourselves and our al-
lies as a precedent for the future?

This National Security Strategy doc-
ument that the administration issued
in September of last year goes on to
talk about our willingness as a nation
to take military action to preempt
emerging threats. Here the President is
contemplating, in the circumstance be-
fore us today, military action not to
meet a specific identified military
threat but to depose a hostile govern-
ment, even though no imminent mili-
tary threat has been identified.

In his State of the Union Address, the
President framed the issue as being
whether ‘“war is forced upon us.” He
stated that, “‘If war is forced upon us,
we will fight with the full force and
might of the U.S. military—and we will
prevail.” I, and I am sure most Ameri-
cans, agree with that statement. But in
my view, as of this date, war has not
been forced upon us. It is not credible
for us to assert as a nation that war
has been forced upon us.

The U.N. inspection process proceeds.
If there is evidence of an imminent
threat that requires us to take preemp-
tive military action, I have not seen
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