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been detonated so our troops could dis-
arm them. Those things have hap-
pened. I think the joint security sta-
tions have been very successful in
Baghdad. Instead of our troops going
out and coming back into the green
zone at night, they stay and get to
know and develop close, intimate rela-
tionships with the Iraqi security forces
and their families. That has had a tre-
mendously positive effect.

The future will be difficult in the
fight against terrorism. It is not a
sprint, it is a marathon. We have to re-
main vigilant, determined, and strong.
I want our troops to come home as
badly as anybody. When you think
about the consequences of losing this
thing, all it would take for these people
who are crying out about their feelings
and saying let’s get out of Iraq, all it
would take is one successful terrorist
attack similar to those that have been
stopped through this joint effort. We
would have to pay dearly.

I hope people will sit back and realize
we have access to information the gen-
eral public doesn’t have. Sure, the polls
show the majority of people would like
to have our troops come back. I would,
too, but when you ask the questions
and give them the alternatives, they
would rather win this war than resign
from it.

————
FAIRNESS DOCTRINE

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to cosponsor, with Senator
COLEMAN, an amendment to prohibit
the reimplementation of the Fairness
Doctrine.

As we may remember, over the past
few weeks, the Fairness Doctrine has
received a lot of attention. Some Sen-
ators spoke about the need to re-
institute this doctrine. The Fairness
Doctrine is a regulation the Federal
Communications Commission devel-
oped to require FCC-licensed broad-
casters to provide contrasting view-
points on controversial issues. How-
ever, the FCC conducted a review of
this regulation in 1985, concluding that
‘“‘we no longer believe that the Fairness
Doctrine serves the public interest.” In
explaining why the FCC reached this
conclusion, they wrote:

The interest of the public is fully served by
the multiplicity of voices in the marketplace
today and that the intrusion by Government
into the content of programming unneces-
sarily restricts the journalistic freedoms of
broadcasters.

The FCC’s refusal to enforce the
Fairness Doctrine was later upheld in
the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals.

Why would a regulation that was
found to be unnecessary over 20 years
ago be controversial today? Well, we
found out why. On June 22, the Center
for American Progress issued a report
called ‘““The Structural Imbalance of
Political Talk Radio.” Keep in mind
that the Center for American Progress
is a liberal think tank funded by
George Soros and led by John Podesta
and a lot of former Clinton White
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House people in it. The report issued
was authored, in part, by a former
Clinton White House adviser. This re-
port, not surprisingly, found that 91
percent—I believe this to be true—of
political talk radio programming was
conservative and 9 percent was progres-
sive or liberal. However, what is sur-
prising is the report suggested antifree
market and antifree speech rec-
ommendations to supposedly provide
balance in talk radio programming.
There is a very controversial state-
ment I made in the presence of a couple
of our fellow Senators not too long ago
when they were talking about the fact
that there is so much conservative bias
in talk radio. I said it is market driven.
That is what America is all about. It is
market driven. There is no market for
the progressive or liberal program-
ming.

I remember when the DOD was trying
to feed the American Forces Radio and
television services in the Armed Forces
Network and have 50 percent of the
programming be liberal. We fought
that out on the floor of the Senate and
we won because freedom of speech is
more important. Consequently, we
have gone back and let them decide—
our troops—as to the programming
they want. It is all done in a fair way
so our troops at least can hear what
they want to hear over talk radio.

This is for those people who think
they have balanced political talk radio.
This is a report on that subject. As I go
through this, first of all, it identifies
the problem they consider—conserv-
ative bias. That is what the American
people want. It says:

If commercial radio broadcasters are un-
willing to abide by these regulatory stand-
ards or the FCC is unable to effectively regu-
late in the public interest, a spectrum use
fee should be levied on owners to directly
support local, regional, and national broad-
casting.

That is this report. In other words,
they are saying not only do these peo-
ple who, because of their popularity,
because of the content and the way
they deliver it—mnot only would they
lose their programs, but they would
also have to give money to support
public broadcasting. This is the most
outrageous thing I have ever seen.

I don’t think this can happen in
America. When you get John Podesta
and the former Clinton White House
team and their minds set to doing
something, they are smart people, and
I don’t take this lightly. I ask as many
people as possible to support our ef-
forts to pass legislation to stop any ef-
fort to reinstitute the Fairness Doc-
trine. I think we should call it some-
thing else, such as the Government-run
broadcasting.

With that, I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

——————

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST—
H.R. 1585

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
resumes consideration tomorrow of
Senator WEBB’s amendment No. 2012,
that the second-degree amendment be
withdrawn and there be 4 hours for de-
bate equally divided in the usual form
on that amendment, and that at the
conclusion or yielding back of that 4
hours, the Senate vote, without inter-
vening action, on the Webb amend-
ment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. McCCONNELL. Reserving the
right to object, I say to my good friend
the majority leader, this amendment
was just laid down a couple hours ago.
The chairman of the committee and
the ranking member of the committee
were not even here today. The ranking
member will be here tomorrow. He has
not even had an opportunity to make
his opening statement. We wish to offer
a side by side, probably to be offered by
Senator LINDSEY GRAHAM, a member of
the committee. I was hoping we might
be able to enter into a consent agree-
ment that gave us a chance for an al-
ternative, which is frequently the way
these things are handled.

Bearing that in mind, Mr. President,
I am constrained to object.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, my friend
has stated he would object to 4 hours,
and I assume the same answer would be
to 6 hours or 8 hours; is that right, I
say to my friend.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
say to my friend the majority leader,
yes, at the moment. I am hopeful we
can work out an agreement under
which we could have a side by side,
which is the way these things are often
done in the Senate.

Mr. REID. I understand that. Mr.
President, what I suggest then is this:
Senator LEVIN has been here all day.
He didn’t give his opening statement
because he was occupied doing other
business. He is here now. He was here
all today in the Senate. I talked with
him earlier this morning. What I sug-
gest then is we get an agreement that
if, in fact, I file cloture tomorrow, we
can have a cloture vote on Wednesday.
That way we wouldn’t do it tonight. We
will work with the minority leader. I
think there is a strong possibility we
could do side by sides. We wouldn’t lose
anything by waiting until tomorrow to
see if we can work out some agree-
ment.

What I am asking is that rather than
my filing cloture tonight, hopefully I
won’t have to do it tomorrow, but if I
did on this amendment, rather than
waiting until Thursday to vote on it,
could I have an agreement from my
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friend that we would vote on the clo-
ture motion on Wednesday rather than
Thursday?

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, let
me say to my friend the majority lead-
er, I think that is fine. Just a sugges-
tion: If we go down that path of trying
to get cloture on every single amend-
ment, if cloture is invoked, then it
would further delay completion of the
bill potentially by somebody insisting
on using postcloture time. We have no
desire to make it difficult to get
through this bill. We would, however,
like to have votes on our amendments.

I think the better way to proceed, as
the majority leader has suggested, is to
see if we can come to agreement on
amendments and side by sides and
move the process along, which sounds
to me is what the majority leader is
suggesting, and that is fine with me.

Mr. REID. That is fine. What we will
do, Mr. President, is hopefully not have
to file cloture on this amendment. If
we do, we will have a cloture vote on
Wednesday. I feel confident we can
work something out. We will certainly
do our best on this side. Senator LEVIN
is here. He is easy to work with, as is
Senator WARNER.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the cloture
vote taking place on Wednesday?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I thank the Chair.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that there now be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
in January the Senate took an impor-
tant step toward improving congres-
sional accountability by passing the
Legislative Transparency and Account-
ability Act as part of S. 1. One of the
key provisions of this legislation at-
tempts to shine light on the process by
which Members request the inclusion
of specific projects in legislation—in
other words, earmarks.

That provision includes a require-
ment that each Senate committee
make public all congressional ear-
marks included in bills reported by the
committee. We normally think of ear-
marks as part of the appropriations
process, but the requirement in S. 1 ap-
plies to all bills and makes it clear
that the term ‘‘congressional earmark”’
includes language authorizing funds,
not just appropriations language. The
legislation includes a specific require-
ment to disclose earmarks contained in
classified portions of reports ‘‘to the
extent practicable, consistent with the
need to protect national security.”

With that in mind, I rise today to
formally describe for the Senate the
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earmarks included in S. 1538, the Intel-

ligence Authorization Act for Fiscal

Year 2008, a bill reported by the Senate

Select Committee on Intelligence on

May 31, 2007. This information was not

included specifically in the bill or re-

port because we were wrestling with
what, if anything, in the bill and clas-
sified annex met the definition of an

earmark. The definition included in S.

1 is subject to some interpretation.
Taking an expansive view of the defi-

nition, Vice Chairman BOND and I iden-

tified three items that seem to fit. I

ask to have a list of those earmarks

printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS INCLUDED IN THE
CLASSIFIED ANNEX ACCOMPANYING S. 1538,
THE INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2008
A provision adding $200,000 to the office of

the Director of National Intelligence for an

Intelligence Training Program run by the

Kennedy School of Government. This pro-

gram was started in fiscal year 2007 but the

President did not request funding for it for

fiscal year 2008. The provision was added at

the request of Senator Rockefeller.

A provision adding $4,500,000 to the Naval
Oceanographic Command. This provision was
added at the request of Senator Lott.

A provision directing the expenditure of
$5,000,000 for a classified effort with the Na-
tional Reconnaissance Office’s GEOINT/
SIGINT Integrated Ground Development En-
gineering and Management Expenditure Cen-
ter. This provision was added at the request
of Senator Rockefeller.

S. 15638 contains no limited tax benefits or
limited tariff benefits, as defined in Section
103 of S. 1.

——
MATTHEW SHEPARD ACT OF 2007
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise

today to speak about the need for hate
crimes legislation. Each Congress, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduce hate
crimes legislation that would add new
categories to current hate crimes law,
sending a signal that violence of any
kind is unacceptable in our society.
Likewise, each Congress I have come to
the floor to highlight a separate hate
crime that has occurred in our coun-
try.

On July 1, 2007, while picnicking near
Lake Natoma outside Folsom, CA,
Satendar Singh, a 26-year-old from
Fiji, was attacked by a man hurling
racist and homophobic insults. Singh
and his friends, each of either Indian or
Fijian descent, were harassed repeat-
edly for several hours by a nearby
group of Russian-speaking men and
women. That evening, about six men
from that group approached Singh,
again insulting Singh and his friends.
One of the men struck Singh, causing
him to fall to the ground and hit his
head. Bleeding profusely, Singh was
taken to the hospital. He died 4 days
later on July 5, 2007, after his relatives
and doctors agreed to take him off of
life support. According to his friends,
Singh was not gay, but officials main-
tain that the attack was motivated by
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the belief on the part of the assailant
that he was.

I believe that the Government’s first
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend
them against the harms that come out
of hate. The Matthew Shepard Act is a
symbol that can become substance. I
believe that by passing this legislation
and changing current law, we can
change hearts and minds as well.

———

H. RES. 121

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President. On June
26, 2007, the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives met to consider and adopt H. Res.
121. This resolution was authored by
Congressman MICHAEL HONDA of San
Jose, CA.

H. Res. 121 expresses the sense of the
U.S. House of Representatives that the
Government of Japan should formally
acknowledge, apologize, and accept his-
torical responsibility in a clear and un-
equivocal manner for its Imperial
Armed Force’s coercion of young
women into sexual slavery, known to
the world as ‘‘comfort women,’”’ during
its colonial and wartime occupation of
Asia and the Pacific Islands from the
1930s through the duration of World
War II.

There is no doubt in my mind that
during the war period the men in the
Imperial Armed Forces of the Govern-
ment of Japan did abuse, assault, and
forcibly impose their wills upon women
for sexual purposes. This was conduct
and behavior that cannot in any way be
condoned or justified.

These events, according to H. Res.
121, occurred during the war period of
the 1930s and 1940s. Records indicate
that on August 31, 1994, as the 50th an-
niversary of the end of World War II
was approaching, then Prime Minister
Tomiichi Murayama issued a state-
ment articulating Japan’s remorse and
apology to comfort women.

His statement says in part, ‘‘on the
issue of wartime ‘comfort women,’
which seriously stained the honor and
dignity of many women, I would like to
take this opportunity once again to ex-
press my profound and sincere remorse
and apologies.”

This statement was made in his offi-
cial capacity as Prime Minister of
Japan.

Subsequently, every successive
Prime Minister since 1996—Prime Min-
isters Hashimoto, Obuchi, Mori, and
Koizumi—have all issued Iletters of
apologies to individual former comfort
women, who have accepted an apology
letter along with atonement money of-
fered to her by the Asian Woman’s
Fund. It should be noted that some
former comfort women refused to ac-
cept the atonement money.

The Asian Women’s Fund was estab-
lished, sanctioned, and approved by the
Government of Japan. The letters ad-
dressed to former comfort women were
issued by the Prime Ministers of Japan
in their official capacity, and recite,
“‘as Prime Minister of Japan, I thus ex-
tend anew my most sincere apologies
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