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I have read the resolution that President Bush has sent to Congress asking for the 
authority to use "all means that he determines to be appropriate" to initiate war against 
Iraq. I think the President is dead wrong and, as that resolution currently stands, I 
strongly oppose it. 

There is no disagreement that Saddam Hussein is a despicable tyrant who has 
done terrible things to his own people and surrounding countries. He is an aggressive 
dictator who is interested in acquiring weapons of mass destruction, including nuclear 
weapons. The world and the people of Iraq would be much better off without him. 

Having stated that, let me offer four reasons why the President's approach is 
misguided and, in the long run, is likely to do a lot more harm than good. 

First, watching fictionalized accounts of war in movies, we sometimes forget just 
how horrible and full of suffering war really is. I think it is significant that while 
Administration officials who have never served in the military are pushing this country 
into war, many veterans and former military leaders are urging caution. Let us remember 
that in the 1991 Persian Gulf war, in which we won an overwhelming military victory, 
146 Americans died and close to 100,000 today are suffering from Gulf War Illness. In 
Iraq it is estimated that hundreds of thousands of women and children died, either directly 
or indirectly, as a consequence of that war. As a caring nation, we should do everything 
we can to prevent the horrible suffering that a war will cause. War must be the last 
recourse in international relations, not the first. 

Second, in a very unstable political world, I am fearful about the precedent that 
such a unilateral action will set. If the United States believes that it has the right to 
launch a "preemptive attack" on Iraq, without the support of the United Nations or the 
international community, then any country in the world that wants to go to war can do the 
same thing. If China wants to invade Taiwan for 'security reasons,' how would we have 
any moral authority to stop them? Already, President Putin of Russia is using almost the 
same language as Bush to justify a possible Russian invasion of Georgia. At a time 
when at least eight nations have nuclear weapons, the United States should be doing all 
that it can to prevent war, rather than providing a precedent for other countries to go to 
war. 

Third, the United States is now involved in an extremely difficult and 
unprecedented effort against international terrorism, in part to bring to jastice those who 
committed the atrocious deed of September 11. We should heed the warning of Brent 
Scowcroft, former National Security Advisor for Republican President George Bush, Sr.: 



"An attack on Iraq at this time would seriously jeopardize, if not destroy, the global 
counter-terrorist 
campaign we have undertaken." 

The simple truth is that a rash military campaign against Iraq threatens to fracture 
the coalition we have built against terrorism. Many of these nations vigorously oppose a 
U.S. invasion of Iraq. President Hosni Mubarak of Egypt recently said, "Striking Iraq is 
something that could have repercussions and post-strike developments. We fear chaos 
happening in the region." A first-strike war on Iraq would likely create massive anti
American feeling among Muslims throughout the world - and many others as well. 
Ironically, such a war could result in a significant increase in recruits for Osama bin 
Laden's terrorist organization. And there may be other serious, 'unintended 
consequences,' such as a major escalation of the Israel-Palestinian conflict. 

In this regard, I am also extremely concerned about President Bush's increasingly 
'go it alone' attitude. Ignoring the feelings of our friends and allies throughout the world 
embarks the United States on a course a unilateralism that will isolate us and ultimately 
harm our interests. It should be of great concern to all of us that President Bush, 
indirectly referring to the recent election in Germany, stated, "I made it clear to the 
world, that either you're with us or you're with the enemy and that doctrine still stands." 
Does that mean that long-time allies, many of whom stood with us in Afghanistan, cannot 
honorably disagree with us without being branded an enemy? 

Fourth, at a time when this country has a six trillion dollar national debt and a 
growing deficit, and is not meeting the needs of its elderly, its veterans and its young, we 
should be clear that a war and a long-term American occupation of Iraq could be an 
extremely expensive proposition. Unlike the cost of the 1991 Persian Gulf War, which 
was shared among the international community, the U.S. will have to pick up the entire 
cost, which will undoubtedly be in the tens or even hundreds of billions of dollars. Are 
we prepared to forgo a strong prescription drug benefit under Medicare, adequate funding 
of education and veterans' needs, affordable housing, environmental protection and many 
other needs, before we have exhausted every means of avoiding this war? 

There is a better approach than the one sought by the President. In my view, the 
U.S. must work with the United Nations to make certain, within clearly defined time
lines, that the U.N. inspectors are allowed to do their jobs. These inspectors should 
undertake an unfettered search for Iraqi weapons of mass destruction and destroy them 
when found, pursuant to past U.N. resolutions. lflraq resists inspection and elimination 
of stockpiled weapons, the United Nations should authorize international military 
intervention to force compliance. 


