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IRAQ WAR SUPPLEMENTAL BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. CLY-
BURN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to speak to the issue of the Iraqi 
supplemental that we are currently 
about to redo. 

As you know, Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent in his regional message indicated 
that the bill ‘‘is loaded with billions of 
dollars in nonemergency spending that 
has nothing to do with fighting the war 
on terror.’’ He went on to say that Con-
gress should debate these spending 
measures on their own merits and not 
as a part of an emergency funding bill 
for our troops. 

Mr. Speaker, for 19 months now, we 
have been trying to get this adminis-
tration to pay attention to the people 
on the gulf coast. We have for weeks 
and months been trying to get the 
President to support our efforts to 
make sure that many of the families 
and friends of our troops, who have 
been affected in Louisiana, Mississippi, 
and even in Florida and Texas by this 
catastrophic event perpetrated by Hur-
ricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma, get 
help. Today, we have not been able to 
get the President to support our efforts 
as we have tried to address these emer-
gencies. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, since we are 
doing an emergency spending bill, we 
thought it very appropriate for us to do 
both international and domestic emer-
gencies all in one piece of legislation. 
Consequently, we have moved in this 
legislation to address issues such as 
the East and West Bank Levee Protec-
tion and Coastal Restoration System 
in New Orleans and the surrounding 
parishes by inserting into this legisla-
tion $1.3 billion. We have added another 
$30 million for K–12 education recruit-
ment assistance, another $30 million 
for higher education assistance. 

I plan to be in Baton Rouge next 
week to address Southern University’s 
commencement exercises. I would hope 
that, as I go there, I can carry them 
more than mere promises to get them 
to feeling, once again, that we in this 
body are paying attention to and re-
sponding to the problems that they are 
suffering, many of them having lost a 
full year out of their educational pur-
suits. 

I would hope that those children in K 
through 12 can begin to feel that here 
in this Congress, with this emergency 
supplemental, that we are going to re-
spond to them as well. 

And then there is the Community 
Disaster Loan Forgiveness Program. 
We have put language in this bill to ad-
dress that issue, $4.3 billion for FEMA 
disaster recovery grants. These State 
and local grants will be waived, mean-
ing that the Federal Government will 
be able to finance 100 percent of the 
grants. 

We have been trying for a long time 
now to get this administration to treat 
the victims of Katrina, Rita and Wilma 

in the same way we treated disasters 
after 9/11 in New York, the same way 
we treated the earthquakes in Cali-
fornia, the same way we treated the 
Hurricane Andrew down in Florida 
some years ago and Hurricane Anika 
out in Hawaii. In each one of those in-
stances, we waived matching require-
ments. In this instance, we have not. 
And so we want, in this administra-
tion, to waive those requirements of 
the Stafford Act, the matching require-
ments, so that we can begin to address 
these emergencies. 

There are other emergencies that we 
plan to address here, and that is the 
Children’s Health Insurance Program. 
We think, with 14 States out of money, 
another 3 States expected to be out of 
money by September 1, it is an emer-
gency for the children in those 17 
States, and I would hope that when we 
put the final bill together to send back 
to the President, we will address these 
emergencies that we have with our peo-
ple here at home. 

f 
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REPUBLICAN STUDY GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COHEN). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 18, 2007, the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader. 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
Minority Leader for affording not only 
myself, but other members of the Re-
publican Study Committee, the House 
conservative caucus on the Republican 
side of the aisle, the opportunity to 
take advantage of these opportunities 
on the House floor periodically in the 
form of a Special Order. 

While I come to the floor today with 
the objective, Mr. Speaker, of address-
ing this week’s momentous events con-
cerning the President’s second veto in 
the history of this administration and 
the war supplemental bill, I wanted to 
also speak about an issue that House 
conservatives have been heard on and 
have been active on in the course of 
this week, and it has to do with today’s 
passage, by a vote of 237–180, of H.R. 
1592, the Local Law Enforcement Hate 
Crimes Prevention Act. This legisla-
tion passed the House today, but not 
without the strenuous opposition of 
both the Republican Study Committee, 
and virtually all of its members who 
represented a lion’s share of the 180 
Members who opposed this legislation. 

And to lead is to be misunderstood. 
And it is very likely, Mr. Speaker, that 
both yourself and maybe others that 
might be looking in would question 
why anyone would oppose hate crimes 
legislation. And I thought I might, be-
fore I move on to the attendant topic 
of the day, address the concerns that 
House conservatives had with this leg-
islation and why, last night, with the 
leadership of our caucus chairman, JEB 
HENSARLING of Texas, and with the sup-
port of myself as a former chairman of 

our caucus, Mrs. SUE MYRICK of North 
Carolina, a former chairman of our 
conference, and JOHN SHADEGG of Ari-
zona, we urged the President of the 
United States to issue a veto threat of 
this hate crimes legislation, which he 
did so earlier today by way of a state-
ment of administration policy. 

So let me speak to our concerns 
about this bill before I move on to the 
topic of the Iraq supplemental. Thomas 
Jefferson said, famously, ‘‘Believing 
with you that religion is a matter 
which lies solely between man and his 
God, that he owes account to none 
other for his faith or his worship, that 
the legislative power of government 
reach actions only, and not opinions,’’ 
Jefferson went on to say, ‘‘I con-
template with sovereign reverence that 
the act of the whole American people 
which declared that their legislature 
shall make no law respecting an estab-
lishment of religion or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof, thus building a 
wall of separation between church and 
state.’’ 

Again, Thomas Jefferson, framing, as 
perhaps only he in American history 
could, the issue that grounded conserv-
ative concern in the hate crimes legis-
lation today, that legislative powers of 
government should reach actions only 
and not opinions, and then reflected on 
that as the core central logic behind 
the first amendment protections of the 
freedom of religion. 

In the case of the Local Law Enforce-
ment Hate Crimes Prevention Act, we 
did not meet that standard today, Mr. 
Speaker. I believe this legislation was 
bad public policy, and unnecessary, and 
many House conservatives in the Re-
publican Study Committee agreed. 

Violent attacks on people or property 
are already illegal, regardless of the 
motive behind them. And there is no 
evidence presented on the floor today 
or before the Judiciary Committee, on 
which I serve, that underlying violent 
crimes at issue are not already being 
fully and aggressively prosecuted in 
the States. Therefore, hate crimes laws 
truly serve no practical purpose and in-
stead serve to penalize people for 
thoughts, for belief, for opinions. 

Now, let’s grant the point. Some 
thoughts, beliefs and opinions, like rac-
ism or sexism are abhorrent, and I dis-
dain them and condemn them. How-
ever, hate crimes bills, as the one we 
passed today, are broad enough also to 
include legitimate beliefs, and pro-
tecting the rights of freedom and 
speech and religion must be paramount 
in cases like the bill we consider today. 

The first amendment to the Constitu-
tion provides that Congress shall make 
no law respecting the establishment of 
religion or prohibiting the free exercise 
thereof. 

Now, America was founded on the no-
tion that the government should not 
interfere with the religious practices of 
its citizens. Constitutional protections 
for the free exercise of religion are at 
the very core of the American experi-
ment in democracy. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 01:47 May 04, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00053 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K03MY7.106 H03MYPT1cp
ric

e-
se

w
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

P
C

74
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4472 May 3, 2007 
But what does that have to do with 

the hate crimes bill? Well, there is a 
real possibility that this bill, as writ-
ten, religious leaders or members of re-
ligious groups could be prosecuted 
criminally, based on their speech and 
protected activities under conspiracy 
law or section 2 of title XVIII, which 
holds criminally liable anyone who 
aids, abets, counsels, commands or in-
duces or procures its commission, or 
one who willfully causes an act to be 
done by another. 

In the debate in the Judiciary Com-
mittee, much was made of the fact that 
there was an amendment adopted by 
my friend and colleague, Mr. DAVIS of 
Alabama. But that amendment did not 
go far enough in making it clear that 
this bill would not limit religious free-
dom. The sponsor of the amendment 
even admitted in open markup testi-
mony before the committee, that a pas-
tor could, theoretically, still be tar-
geted under the bill for incitement of 
violence for simply preaching his reli-
gious beliefs having to do with moral 
issues related to life or family or sex-
ual preference. 

For example, if a pastor included a 
statement in a sermon that sexual re-
lations outside of marriage are morally 
wrong, and even quoted the Bible to 
make that point, and then a member of 
perverse intention in that congregation 
caused bodily injury to a person having 
such relations, that sermon could be 
used as evidence against that pastor. 

Now, the real world effect of this, in 
addition to the possibility of prosecu-
tion, is the much greater and geo-
metric possibility of a chilling effect. 
Putting a chill on pastors’ words or re-
ligious broadcasters’ programming or 
an evangelical leader’s message, or 
even the leader of a small group Bible 
study is quite simply a blatant attack 
on the constitutionally guaranteed 
right to freedom of religion. 

Now, last week, when the Judiciary 
Committee took up the bill, I offered 
an amendment in good faith to make it 
clear, crystal clear, that this bill would 
not affect the constitutional right to 
freedom of religion. The Pence amend-
ment stated plainly, ‘‘Nothing in this 
section limits the religious freedom of 
any person or group under the Con-
stitution.’’ Unfortunately, the Pence 
amendment was defeated and rejected 
by the majority of the Judiciary Com-
mittee. 

Yesterday, I took another bite at the 
apple. I submitted the Pence religious 
freedom amendment to the Rules Com-
mittee for consideration. But, again, 
that committee chose to adopt a closed 
rule, effectively blocking my amend-
ment and many other good amend-
ments offered for consideration. 

Now, I would say very emphatically, 
we must guard against the potential 
for abuse of hate crimes laws. And very 
humbly put, the Pence amendment 
would have done so by stating once and 
for all that people and groups will not 
have their constitutionally guaranteed 
right to religious freedom taken away, 

even as an addendum to or uninten-
tionally as a result of the aiding and 
abetting clause of current law. 

Mr. Speaker, House conservatives 
rose, as one man and one woman today, 
in opposition to this legislation. But it 
did pass. Again, Congress today adopt-
ed legislation, 237–180, but not without 
a fight. 

Members of the Republican Study 
Committee came together late last 
night, called on President George W. 
Bush to veto this legislation should it 
reach his desk. And as I mentioned ear-
lier today, the administration, in no 
small measure, due to House conserv-
atives and the leadership of the Repub-
lican Study Committee, the adminis-
tration issued a veto threat pertaining 
to the Law Enforcement Hate Crimes 
Prevention Act of 2007. They did so as 
House conservatives did, out of a belief 
that this bill threatens religious free-
dom by criminalizing ultimately reli-
gious thought. 

And I must say before I move to my 
next topic, it was particularly grievous 
to many of us that the Democrat ma-
jority in Congress chose the National 
Day of Prayer to bring this bill to the 
floor; a bill that intentionally or unin-
tentionally, could put in jeopardy the 
very religious expression that was 
being celebrated at tens of thousands 
of locations across the United States 
today. 

I, myself, began my day in the east 
room of the White House with the 
President of the United States and reli-
gious leaders representing every faith 
in America to initiate and kick off this 
National Day of Prayer in, I believe, its 
56th consecutive year. 

In the ceremonies that took place 
here just off the Capitol, across the 
street in the Cannon Office Building, I 
learned that due to the leadership of 
Shirley Dobson and the organizers of 
the National Day of Prayer, by their 
estimates, there were some 50,000 
venues in the United States of America 
where people were coming together, 
Mr. Speaker, not for politics, not for 
the purpose of political demonstra-
tions, not to support one party over an-
other, but as happened in Anderson, In-
diana today at City Hall, for the pur-
pose of coming together in prayer, be-
lieving that the effective and fervent 
prayers of a righteous Nation availeth 
much, believing that our prayers reach 
heaven and the throne of grace as 
Americans, by the millions, have be-
lieved from the very inception of our 
Nation. 
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And again I say I don’t believe it was 
intentional. I would not ascribe this to 
the Democrat majority. But it was 
grievous, I can say, to many of us that 
this legislation, which we believe in 
our hearts threaten the very fabric of 
the first amendment, freedom of reli-
gion, was scheduled to come to the 
floor on the National Day of Prayer. 

On the floor today, I closed with the 
thought that on this National Day of 

Prayer, we ought to take a stand for 
the right of every American to believe 
and speak and pray in accordance with 
the dictates of their conscience, that 
we ought to take a stand for religious 
freedom and the first amendment in 
opposing the Local Law Enforcement 
Hate Crimes Prevention Act. 

And with that let me yield to the 
planned topic of the day, and I may 
well be joined by colleagues on the at-
tendant question that has been the pre-
occupation of much of official Wash-
ington, much of the national media, 
and, understandably, much of the 
American people over the last week. It 
has to do, of course, Mr. Speaker, with 
the President’s decision to exercise his 
authority in the executive branch 
under the Constitution to veto legisla-
tion delivered to him by the Congress 
of the United States. This was, in fact, 
the President’s second veto. And to-
day’s Republican Study Committee 
leadership hour was organized to speak 
to the issue of Iraq and specifically the 
Iraq supplemental. 

It was, as I said, a momentous week. 
We began with the delivery to the 
President of the U.S. Troop Readiness, 
Veterans’ Care, Katrina Recovery, and 
Iraq Accountability Appropriations 
Act on May 1. The President very 
promptly addressed the Nation at the 
dinner hour and announced his inten-
tions to veto the legislation, just his 
second veto in the history of the 43rd 
President of the United States. 

The President made his objections 
clear, that, in effect, he vetoed this leg-
islation because he believed, as I do, as 
House conservatives do, that the legis-
lation was constitutionally flawed and 
fiscally irresponsible. 

The President made reference specifi-
cally to the arbitrary date for begin-
ning withdrawal of American troops 
without regard to conditions on the 
ground. He spoke of the effort by Con-
gress, his words now, ‘‘to micromanage 
the commanders in the field by re-
stricting their ability to direct the 
fight in Iraq.’’ And he also mentioned 
that this legislation ‘‘contained bil-
lions of dollars of spending and other 
provisions completely unrelated to the 
war.’’ 

The President spoke of the precipi-
tous withdrawal from Iraq not being a 
plan for peace in the region. The man-
dated withdrawal in the legislation, he 
argued, would actually embolden our 
enemies and it could lead to a safe 
haven for terrorism in Iraq. 

The President probably focused most 
of his objections in his message to the 
Nation on the micromanagement of the 
war by Congress. I have said many 
times on this floor, as many House con-
servatives have, under the Constitution 
of the United States, Congress can de-
clare war. Congress can choose to fund 
or not to fund military operations. But 
Congress may not conduct war. And in 
the President’s veto message to the Na-
tion, it was precisely that effort by 
Congress, that constitutional over-
reach, in his words, to ‘‘micromanage’’ 
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this war in Iraq that he found most un-
acceptable. The President would say 
the legislation is unconstitutional ‘‘be-
cause it purports to direct the conduct 
of the operations of the war in a way 
that infringes upon the powers vested 
in the Presidency by the Constitution, 
including as commander in chief of the 
Armed Forces.’’ 

In a very real sense this is an issue, 
Mr. Speaker, that the Founders of this 
Nation thought about, I would argue, 
more deeply than maybe any other 
issue in that balmy summer of 1787. It 
was the debate over whether or not we 
want a unified chain of command in 
the commander in chief, centered in 
the Presidency, or whether we wanted 
to risk creating the possibility or the 
prospect of what our Founders would 
call ‘‘war by committee.’’ 

Now, this notion of war by com-
mittee was actually something our 
Founders were fairly familiar with. A 
very cursory study of the early months 
of the Revolutionary War, from the 
signing of the Declaration of Independ-
ence in 1776, all the way until that 
famed Christmas Day, 1776, is a classic 
case of an American military that is 
being beaten back, chased out of New 
York, chased across the Hudson River, 
chased all the way across New Jersey, 
and was facing great peril by the time 
they reached the Delaware. And many 
would observe, in the years that fol-
lowed the war during the period of the 
formation of our constitutional govern-
ment, that it was precisely war by 
committee that put our Nation in its 
nascent days most at risk. 

History records that every night 
General Washington would spend a 
great deal of his time in his tent in the 
midst of the war, writing back to Con-
gress, handing letters to couriers to 
send messages to the Congress to gain 
specific permission for military oper-
ations and appropriations and the con-
duct of the war. And the Congress was 
very busy engaging in what our Found-
ers came contemptuously to refer to as 
‘‘war by committee.’’ 

When the Constitutional Convention 
came around in 1787, it would be pre-
cisely that same generation of Ameri-
cans that would say ‘‘no,’’ we want a 
unified chain of command, we want to 
vest in the President of the United 
States the ability to conduct war as 
the commander in chief. 

And I think singularly the Presi-
dent’s objection is grounded there, 
with the slight addition of some more 
than $10 billion in additional spending 
that has nothing whatsoever to do with 
the conduct of the war in Afghanistan, 
Iraq, or, to that end, the conduct of the 
War on Terror. 

House conservatives in the past have 
opposed war supplementals on the 
grounds that war spending bills ought 
to be about war spending and emer-
gency war spending bills ought to be 
about emergency war spending. And 
the addition of funding, which the 
President described as ‘‘billions of dol-
lars of spending and other provisions’’ 

that are ‘‘unrelated to the war,’’ are 
not an emergency and are not justified 
was altogether appropriate, in our 
judgment. The President said emphati-
cally that ‘‘Congress should not use an 
emergency war supplemental to add 
billions in spending to avoid its own 
rules for budget discipline and the nor-
mal budget process,’’ and House con-
servatives agreed. 

We were pleased to see the President 
veto this legislation, because House 
conservatives and the Republican 
Study Committee and, for that matter, 
virtually all House Republicans be-
lieved the bill, as the President found 
it, was constitutionally flawed and fis-
cally irresponsible. We would vote in a 
matter of a few legislative hours later 
to sustain the President’s veto and fa-
cilitate a meeting that took place just 
yesterday, I believe, Mr. Speaker, be-
tween the leaders of the House and 
Senate in Congress and the President. 
And it seems to me that it was a pivot 
point in the debate, and I want to shift 
some of this conversation today to the 
same kind of pivot point. 

While, frankly, Democrat leaders 
emerged from the West Wing speaking 
very little about compromise and it 
seems like the rhetoric of the Senate 
majority leader as well as the Speaker 
of the House centered around the 
phrase ‘‘end the war,’’ that their objec-
tive remained to be end the war, it 
would be President Bush in the Cabinet 
room who struck a more conciliatory 
tone. And I commend him for it. 

The President said, and I am quoting 
now, ‘‘Yesterday was a day that high-
lighted differences. Today is a day 
where we can work together to find 
common ground.’’ And I believe House 
Republicans would share the Presi-
dent’s sentiment that we can and 
should move forward to find common 
ground; not to compromise on those 
principles of constitutionality and fis-
cal discipline that the President ar-
ticulated and we fully support, but to 
look for ways that we can ensure that 
these resources reach our troops in a 
timely way without strings attached 
and without fiscally irresponsible 
spending. And to that end, we will 
work and labor in the days ahead. 

My personal hope and ambition, Mr. 
Speaker, is that before we return home 
for Memorial Day, before we return 
home to that day where we remember 
those who did not come home, that we 
would be able to speed the resources to 
our soldiers in the field in Afghanistan 
and Iraq without unconstitutional 
strings and without additional and un-
necessary spending. 

But there is one other reason why I 
believe it is imperative that we provide 
these resources to our troops in the 
field, and it has not been highlighted as 
much I believe as it should, but it has 
been a point that I have felt a burden 
about ever since my return from Iraq 
just shortly 1 month ago. I began the 
month of April in a delegation that 
took me literally into the heart of 
Baghdad and to Ramadi and to Tikrit. 

We met with General David Petraeus 
and learned a great deal about the be-
ginnings of modest progress on the 
ground in Iraq. And so I would posit at 
the beginning of the balance of my 
time to suggest that the President was 
right to veto this legislation because it 
was constitutionally flawed. The Presi-
dent was right to veto this legislation 
because it was fiscally irresponsible. 
But I also believe the President was 
right to veto this legislation and Con-
gress would be right to find a way to 
deliver these funds to our troops be-
cause we are beginning to see evidence 
that the surge, that our new strategy, 
that our new diplomatic initiatives in 
the region are just beginning to take 
hold; and now is not the time for us to 
reverse course and to embrace the ob-
jective of those who would say the 
American people, whatever the cir-
cumstances on the ground in Iraq, ap-
parently, want us to end the war. 

In my district I would say with con-
fidence, the constituents of eastern In-
diana want our troops to come home, 
but they want us to win and come 
home, and more importantly, they 
want freedom to win in Iraq and then 
bring our soldiers home. 

And let me say that despite a recent 
wave of insurgent bombing, this war in 
Iraq is not lost. In fact, because of the 
President’s surge, because of the brave 
conduct of U.S. and Iraqi forces on the 
ground in Baghdad, we are beginning to 
see the evidence of modest progress in 
Iraq. Let me say emphatically Baghdad 
is not safe, but it is safer because of 
the presence of more than two dozen 
U.S. and Iraqi joint operating centers 
that are now spread throughout the 
capital city of Baghdad. 

I had the opportunity, Mr. Speaker, 
of visiting one of these joint operating 
centers across the river from the Green 
Zone right in the heart of downtown 
Baghdad. These facilities represent a 
sea change in the strategy of U.S. and 
Iraqi forces in the capital city of Bagh-
dad. The very essence of the surge, first 
recommended, of course, by the Iraq 
Study Group on page 72 of the publica-
tion that is available for most Ameri-
cans, the very centerpiece of this surge 
was not that we could deal with the in-
stability in Iraq strictly with a mili-
tary solution but, rather, as the Iraq 
Study Group recommended and the 
President ultimately embraced, that 
we could increase forces in the city of 
Baghdad temporarily to quell violence 
in Baghdad, to create a sufficient level 
of stability in the capital city to allow 
the political process of reconciliation, 
de-Baathification, and oil agreement 
and the diplomatic process in the re-
gion to take hold. That is the essence 
of the surge. 

Now, to make that possible, as Gen-
eral Petraeus described to me walking 
down the streets in Baghdad, our strat-
egy now is different from the strategy 
we have employed the last 3 years. In 
Baghdad, rather than sending our 
troops out on patrols, confronting the 
enemy, and returning to our base in-
stallations, now we move into areas 
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with sufficient forces to clear areas, to 
hold areas by establishing joint oper-
ating centers where U.S. and Iraqi 
forces live together, and then investing 
the resources to build up those areas 
and add further security. 

As I said, Baghdad is not safe, and it 
was not safe the day we were there. But 
it is safer because American and U.S. 
forces are beginning to move into these 
areas, again, more than two dozen of 
these joint operating centers. Once 
areas have been cleared in house-to- 
house searches, clearing out weapons 
caches, arresting and confronting dan-
gerous insurgents and al Qaeda, then 
U.S./Iraqi forces move into those joint 
operating centers and live there and 
patrol those areas 24/7. U.S. forces ac-
tually stay at the joint operating cen-
ters, bunking in with Iraqi forces. 

One of the more moving moments for 
me on our tour of Baghdad 1 month ago 
was walking into the bunkhouse with 
both U.S. and Iraqi military on either 
side of us and then being told by U.S. 
commanders on the ground that they 
had offered the Iraqis, out of sensi-
tivity to their different religious tradi-
tions and observances, to build sepa-
rate sleeping quarters for the U.S. 
forces and the Iraqi forces. 
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And it was the Iraqi forces that said 
absolutely not, that now you’ve got 
bunkhouses, which are really pretty in-
formal, just bunk beds kind of slapped 
together in wood frames the way you 
would see at almost any military in-
stallation. And U.S. and Iraqi forces 
are bunking in together. They are de-
ploying together. And the result of 
that is that sectarian violence in Bagh-
dad has been reduced in some neighbor-
hoods of Baghdad by a very significant 
amount. 

Again, let me say again, because I 
have demonstrated in the past the ca-
pacity to be misunderstood; Baghdad is 
not safe, but it is safer, I believe, be-
cause of the surge of U.S. forces into 
the neighborhoods of the capital city 
and the establishment of more than 
two dozen joint operating centers 
where U.S. and Iraqi forces are working 
together to confront al Qaeda and in-
surgents and to quell violence in the 
capital city. 

There has also been another signifi-
cant development that argues against 
reversing course, or to borrow the 
phrase of some leaders in the majority, 
‘‘just ending the war’’ at this point, 
and that is specifically in western Iraq, 
what is known as the al Anbar prov-
ince, which is known as Ramadi. 

Now, I stood at the grave site of an 
Indiana soldier; I stood and prayed 
with his parents. He fell on the streets 
in combat in Ramadi some 2 years ago. 
It’s extraordinary the difficulty U.S. 
forces have faced. The Marines have 
been in Ramadi for a number of years. 
It has been one of the most deeply com-
promised cities in Iraq. Ramadi is, in 
effect, the upscale Sunni city in Iraq. 
During the era of Saddam Hussein, 

those who did not live in the highly 
fortified Green Zone in downtown 
Baghdad lived in upscale Sunni neigh-
borhoods in Ramadi. 

And so one can imagine that al Qaeda 
and the insurgency, in efforts to resist 
the al Maliki government, their vio-
lence would be centered on the streets 
of Ramadi. And that has absolutely 
been true until very recently. 

Things have changed in al Anbar 
province and Ramadi. Even The New 
York Times, perhaps one of the 
harshest critics of the war in Iraq, I 
think it was Sunday morning, this last 
weekend, depicted a huge front page 
story about the change in al Anbar 
province. And I would like to say, and 
I will say that the presence of U.S. Ma-
rines, under the command of General 
Odierno on the ground in Ramadi, have 
played a vital role in the precipitous 
decline of al Qaeda and insurgent vio-
lence in Ramadi and in al Anbar prov-
ince. But General Odierno and the oth-
ers would be quick to say that the real 
difference that has been made has been 
because the Sunnis themselves, Iraqi 
tribal leaders, 20 out of the 22 tribes 
have stepped forward now and initiated 
what has been called the ‘‘Iraq Awak-
ening Movement.’’ 

During my trip to Ramadi just one 
month ago, I had the privilege of meet-
ing with Sheik Sattar, a compelling 
and impressive man. His father was 
killed by al Qaeda in Ramadi. His two 
brothers were killed by al Qaeda in 
Ramadi. And Sheik Sattar, who pre-
sumably had had very little interest in 
becoming involved in the new govern-
ment in Baghdad, Sunnis, if you will 
recall, had largely not participated in 
the national referendums and elections 
that have taken place, it would be 
Sheik Sattar who would go to the Ma-
rine Corps base several months ago in 
Ramadi and say, I’m done with al 
Qaeda and I’m done with the insur-
gency, how can I help. 

And Sheik Sattar has now organized 
this Iraq Awakening Movement. To be 
specific, 22 of the 24 Ramadi area tribes 
are now cooperating with coalition 
forces, U.S. and Iraqi forces. And the 
decline in violence in Ramadi is that 
U.S. troops have established four bases, 
along with 40 joint security stations 
and observation posts throughout the 
city of Ramadi where they work and 
deploy and live alongside Iraqi soldiers. 
There are also 23 police stations in the 
city and in the surrounding area, as 
has been reported in the media in re-
cent days. 

Al Anbar province is not safe, but 
significant progress is occurring be-
cause the tribal sheiks have begun co-
operating with American and Iraqi 
forces to fight al Qaeda, providing in-
telligence. And we are beginning to see 
a significant shift in al Anbar province. 
And I cite no further than the front 
page of The New York Times that actu-
ally had what I found to be a deeply 
moving photograph above the fold that 
showed a city where there has been war 
for some time. 

The rubble of war shown along 
streets and torn asunder buildings, but 
there walking on the street were people 
and couples and children. And I caught 
sight of people on bicycles. When I was 
in Ramadi, we were presented with in-
formation of areas that had been pro-
tected from suicide bombs and car 
bombs, where soccer fields had opened 
back up. Children were returning to 
the streets. 

Al Anbar province is changing. Is it 
safe? No. But is it improving? Yes. And 
the truth is that the progress that 
we’re making on the ground in Bagh-
dad, the modest progress demonstrated 
in the reduction of sectarian violence 
in the capital city, and what appears to 
be the beginnings of a sea change in 
the entire western half of Iraq, includ-
ing in what was a war-torn city of 
Ramadi, give me hope. In fact, I char-
acterized in an editorial in USA Today 
that what we saw a month ago in Bagh-
dad could be evidence of just the 
sprouting of a springtime of hope in 
Iraq. 

Let me say with confidence, Mr. 
Speaker, I know there is great frustra-
tion in this Congress and there are pro-
found visions in this Congress over the 
role of this institution in developing 
policy in Iraq, and we will continue to 
have those arguments. But I would 
defy anyone to prove to me that there 
is one single Member of Congress who 
would like to see freedom lose in Iraq. 
I don’t accept that. 

Some may have come to the conclu-
sion that freedom has lost and it can’t 
be saved. I disagree with that. I don’t 
believe freedom is lost. I don’t believe 
the war is lost. But I believe in their 
heart of hearts, even the most hard- 
over opponent of continued U.S. in-
volvement in Iraq who serves in this 
Chamber does not want to see freedom 
lose. 

So I come to the floor today on be-
half of the Republican Study Com-
mittee, on behalf of my own franchise 
in Congress, to essentially just suggest 
that there are many good reasons why 
the President vetoed the war supple-
mental this week. Number one, it’s 
constitutionally flawed. It’s simply 
wrong for Congress to place arbitrary 
timelines for withdrawal, to tie the 
hands of commanders on the ground, to 
engage in the kind of micromanage-
ment that is beyond the purview of the 
Constitution of the United States. Con-
gress can declare war; Congress can 
choose to fund or not to fund war; but 
Congress cannot conduct war. And that 
was reason enough for the President of 
the United States to veto this bill. 

The bill was also fiscally irrespon-
sible. We ought to ensure that war 
spending bills pertain exclusively to 
war spending. And particularly emer-
gency war spending bills ought to be 
emergency war spending and not do-
mestic projects that should be dealt 
with in the regular budget process. 

The third thought I had today was 
simply to say that we ought to now 
find a way to come together, without 
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compromising core principles on either 
side of the aisle, we ought to find a way 
to come together to get our troops the 
resources they need to get the job 
done, because the unspoken fact this 
week, in the midst of a lot of political 
conflagration and argument, is the fact 
that, as General David Petraeus told us 
here on Capitol Hill last week, there is 
evidence that the surge, and there is 
evidence that because of Sunni leader-
ship, tribal leadership in al Anbar prov-
ince in Ramadi, there is evidence that 
Iraq is beginning to make modest 
progress toward exactly the kind of 
stability that will make possible the 
political progress and the diplomatic 
progress that are the real long-term 
answer here. 

Let me emphasize that point one 
more time. I don’t think there is a 
military solution in Iraq; we simply 
cannot surge troops to the four corners 
of Iraq. That is not the President’s 
plan. It would not be workable in any 
event. I believe the President’s plan is 
sound, to surge troops into the capital 
city to quell violence sufficient to give 
the al Maliki government in Baghdad 
the credibility to move a de- 
Ba’athification agreement, to move an 
agreement for sharing the revenues of 
oil proceeds with all of the people in 
Iraq on an equitable basis, to move new 
provincial elections, including in al 
Anbar province, where many of the 
Sunni leaders that we met with had ex-
pressed an interest in participating in 
provincial elections, should they be 
scheduled in the next month or two. 
But it is that kind of political process 
that will encourage ownership by 
Iraqis in this new constitutional repub-
lic that will be the real victory for 
freedom. 

As the President said this week, we 
cannot define success in Iraq as the ab-
sence of violence. The day that freedom 
wins, whatever that day would be, the 
day that we can know with a moral 
certitude that this new democratically 
elected government in Iraq is able to 
defend itself, able to defend its people, 
the day we have the moral certitude 
that they can do that and we can begin 
then to come home in good conscience, 
there will likely be insurgent and al 
Qaeda violence taking place somewhere 
in Iraq. Therefore, we cannot define 
victory as the absence of violence, but 
we can define victory as the presence of 
a stable democratic, constitutional re-
public that can defend itself. And that, 
it seems to me, beyond the issues that 
the President raised when he vetoed 
the legislation, is the most compelling 
argument for finding a way forward, 
finding the common ground necessary 
to get our soldiers the resources they 
need to get the job done and to come 
home safe. 

This is a tough time in Iraq. General 
Petraeus told me on the ground in 
Baghdad a month ago, he told Members 
of Congress gathered in a bipartisan 
briefing last week that there are dif-
ficult days ahead, that there is no 
guarantee that the surge, which seems 

to be beginning to take hold in Bagh-
dad, will ultimately succeed. But it 
seems to me the fact that, despite the 
recent wave of insurgent bombings, or 
the fact that sectarian violence is down 
in Baghdad, the fact that Ramadi and 
al Anbar province appears, because of 
Sunni Iraqi leadership and U.S. and 
Iraqi forces, al Anbar province appears 
to be taking a turn for the better, how-
ever modest, that that argues for us 
finding a way forward, finding common 
ground where we can give our soldiers 
the resources they need. Because in 
Baghdad, despite the recent bombings, 
sectarian violence is down. 

Baghdad is not safe, but it is safer be-
cause of the presence of more than two 
dozen U.S. and Iraqi joint operating 
centers in that capital city, more than 
40 joint operating centers now spread 
throughout Ramadi, and the fact that 
in al Anbar province, more than 20 
Sunni sheiks across the region have 
united together to oppose insurgency 
and al Qaeda. 

b 1700 
This war is not lost. Congress should 

find the common ground necessary to 
give our soldiers the resources they 
need to get the job done, to stand up 
this government, to ensure this new de-
mocracy in Iraq can defend itself, and 
then lay the framework for us to come 
home. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for this 
time. It is my fondest hope that what 
the President called us to in his re-
marks from the Cabinet room this 
week will characterize much of the de-
bate between now and Memorial Day, 
and I want to quote his words again. 
The President, in thanking the leaders 
for coming down, said, ‘‘Yesterday was 
a day that highlighted differences. 
Today,’’ he said, ‘‘is the day when we 
can work together to find common 
ground.’’ But he also added, ‘‘It is very 
important we do this as quickly as we 
possibly can.’’ And he expressed con-
fidence that we can reach agreement. 

I will close with that, Mr. Speaker. I 
truly believe in all my heart that it is 
possible for a majority of this Congress 
to come together in a manner that we 
can deliver to our soldiers the re-
sources that they need within a con-
stitutional framework that doesn’t in-
trude on the President’s role as com-
mander in chief, in a way that reflects 
fiscal discipline and in a way, also, 
that continues to provide the resources 
that if, in fact, the modest progress we 
are beginning to see continues to widen 
through the summer, that we, in fact, 
provide the resources for an expanding 
success for the surge, an expanding 
success for Iraqis stepping forward to 
oppose al Qaeda and insurgency in Al- 
Anbar, and ultimately a success for 
freedom in Iraq. I am confident of this, 
I am confident the common ground is 
there; and it will be my hope and my 
prayer and my pledge to work with col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to ac-
complish just that. 

On behalf of the Republican Study 
Committee and our many members, I 

thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I thank 
the Republican leadership for yielding 
us this hour. 

f 

WORLD PRESS FREEDOM DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COHEN). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 18, 2007, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF) 
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, today is 
World Press Freedom Day, a day that 
the international community has set 
aside to honor the work and sacrifice of 
journalists around the world. 

World Press Freedom Day was first 
designated by the United Nations Edu-
cational, Scientific, and Cultural Orga-
nization in 1991 as an occasion to pay 
tribute to journalists and to reflect 
upon the role of the media in general in 
advancing fundamental human rights 
as codified in international law, re-
gional conventions and national con-
stitutions. 

The Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, which is the foundation of the 
postwar human rights movement, 
states the principle broadly in article 
19. ‘‘Everyone has the right to freedom 
of opinion and expression. This right 
includes freedom to hold opinions with-
out interference and to seek, receive 
and impart information and ideas 
through any media and regardless of 
frontiers.’’ It may not be as eloquent as 
our first amendment, but its effect is 
the same. 

For Americans, this day should spur 
us to consider the role that journalists 
play in our society and to ponder what 
our Nation would be like if this corner-
stone of our liberty were to be cur-
tailed. 

Although most Americans take the 
concept of a free press for granted, I be-
lieve that an unfettered press is vital 
to America’s national security and to 
our democracy here at home. 

A year ago today, my colleague from 
Indiana, Mr. Spence, and Senators 
CHRIS DODD and RICHARD LUGAR joined 
me in launching a new bipartisan, bi-
cameral caucus aimed at advancing 
press freedom around the world. The 
Congressional Caucus for Freedom of 
the Press creates a forum where the 
United States Congress can work to 
combat and condemn media censorship 
and the persecution of journalists 
around the world. The launch of this 
new caucus sends a strong message 
that Congress will defend democratic 
values and human rights wherever they 
are threatened. 

In launching the caucus, we were en-
couraged by the wide range of organi-
zations and individuals, such as Re-
porters Without Borders, Freedom 
House, the Committee to Protect Jour-
nalists, Musa Klebnikov, the widow of 
Paul Klebnikov, the editor of Forbes 
Russia, who was shot to death outside 
of his offices 2 years ago, and the leg-
endary Walter Cronkite, all of whom 
enthusiastically endorsed our effort. 
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