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terrorism, but the Federal Government
has to do many other things, too. The
Wall Street Journal editorial said: “We
would like to suggest a new post-Sep-
tember 11 rule for Congress. Any bill
with the words ‘‘security’ in it should
get double the public scrutiny and
maybe four times the normal wait, lest
all kinds of bad legislation become law
under the phony guise of fighting ter-
rorism.”

More significantly, Homeland Secu-
rity Secretary Michael Chertoff testi-
fied in front of a congressional com-
mittee: ‘“We should not let an over-
exaggerated threat of terrorism drive
us crazy, into bankruptcy, trying to
defend against every conceivable
threat.”” He went on to say: “We do
have limits, and we do have choices to
make. We don’t want to break the very
systems we’re trying to protect. We
don’t want to destroy our way of life
trying to save it. We don’t want to un-
dercut our economy trying to protect
our economy, and we don’t want to de-
stroy our civil liberties and our free-
doms in order to make ourselves
safer.”

———

THE STORY OF TWO TENS IN IRAQ
AND HERE IN THE UNITED
STATES

(Mr. ALTMIRE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ALTMIRE. Madam Speaker,
when we as a Nation talk about our
priorities, it is often useful to use num-
bers to put things in perspective. So
today let’s think about the number 10.
On Thursday, this House will have the
opportunity to override a Presidential
veto that would allow us to ensure 10
million children have access to quality
health care so that they can see the
doctor of their choice when they need
to. We realize the importance of pre-
ventive care. Children shouldn’t be
forced to let a cold or earache linger
until it reaches emergency proportions.

President Bush says our bipartisan
compromise is too expensive. But while
we are working to ensure 10 million
children have access to health care,
President Bush has no problem asking
us to send $10 billion every month to
Iraq.

Madam Speaker, this is a debate
about priorities. House Republicans
should join us in overriding the Presi-
dent’s veto to send a message that chil-
dren’s health care is a priority of this
House.

——
TAXPAYER CHOICE ACT

(Mr. MCHENRY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I
am confident the only thing worse than
having to pay taxes is figuring out how
to fill out the forms to pay taxes. As
Albert Einstein said: ‘“The hardest
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thing in the world to understand is the
income tax.”” He was right. It is 16,485
pages. Our income tax is an outrage, an
outrage long in need of reform and sim-
plification.

Last week Republicans introduced an
alternative to this outrage. The Tax-
payer Choice Act does what it says. It
gives taxpayers a choice between all
the headaches of the current tax sys-
tem or a highly simplified alternative
tax. It simplifies the process for tax-
payers and gives them what they de-
serve, a transparent, efficient, simple
and fair Tax Code and completely
eliminates AMT tax and makes perma-
nent the capital gains and dividends
tax cuts of 2001 and 2003.

Madam Speaker, it is long time that
we pass fundamental tax reform and
give taxpayers the choice, the Tax-
payer Choice Act.

———

RED TAPE DELAYS RESCUE

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, home-
land security and the safety of our men
and women in uniform should be on the
front of everyone’s mind in Congress.
Yet, we are here again this week dis-
cussing a Democrat bill that fails to
provide our intelligence community
the tools necessary to monitor ter-
rorist activity. The Democrat RE-
STORE bill does nothing to streamline
a process that is hampered by endless
red tape and severely slows the reac-
tion time between Washington and our
battlefield commanders.

Intelligence opportunities sometimes
exist for minutes, and we need the
flexibility to monitor activity that can
save lives. The article in the New York
Post yesterday is a perfect example.
The current law delayed a rescue mis-
sion by 10 hours. Our troops should
never have to wait 10 hours for permis-
sion to rescue them.

I urge my Democrat colleagues to re-
consider the RESTORE Act. We should
focus our efforts on a bipartisan ap-
proach to our national security, not on
legislating defeat.

———————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H. RES. 734 EXPRESSING THE
SENSE OF THE HOUSE REGARD-
ING WITHHOLDING OF INFORMA-
TION RELATING TO CORRUPTION
IN IRAQ

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 741 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 741

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the resolution (H. Res. 734) ex-
pressing the sense of the House of Represent-

H11555

atives regarding the withholding of informa-
tion relating to corruption in Iraq. The reso-
lution shall be considered as read. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the resolution to final adoption without
intervening motion or demand for division of
the question except: (1) one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform; and (2) one motion to recommit
which may not contain instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Vermont is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. For the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER). All time
yielded during consideration of the rule
is for debate only. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam
Speaker, I also ask unanimous consent
that all Members be given 5 legislative
days to revise and extend remarks on
House Resolution 741.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Vermont?

There was no objection.

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam
Speaker, House Resolution 741 provides
for the consideration of House Resolu-
tion 734, expressing the sense of the
House of Representatives regarding the
withholding of information relating to
rampant corruption in Iraq, corruption
that is being used with taxpayer money
from our country. The rule provides for
1 hour of general debate controlled by
the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform.

Resolution 734 expresses the explicit
sense of the House that the State De-
partment, our State Department, has
abused its classification authority by
withholding from Congress and the
American people information about the
extent of corruption in the Maliki gov-
ernment. The resolution further con-
demns the State Department for retro-
actively classifying documents that
had been widely distributed previously
as unclassified and by directing State
Department employees not to answer
questions in an open forum.
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Madam Speaker, we are in the fifth
year of this war. We have lost over
3,700 of our best young men and women.
By the time this war is over, many ex-
perts anticipate that the cost to the
taxpayers will exceed $1 trillion. Gen-
eral Ricardo Sanchez, a retired com-
mander, last week described the situa-
tion in Iraq as an absolute nightmare
with no end in sight.

This war started on the basis of
bogus information: the threat of weap-
ons of mass destruction that did not
exist. Hard questions that should have
been asked weren’t asked. The war con-
tinued for years, until November of
2006, with a Congress that was a rubber
stamp for whatever it was that the ex-
ecutive agencies wanted. Those days
are over.
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The Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform has been pursuing
relentlessly article I powers of this
Congress to accept its responsibility on
behalf of the citizens of this country to
ask questions and get answers; yet the
State Department is refusing to allow
relevant information to be dissemi-
nated to the members of that com-
mittee.

Madam Speaker, let me go through
the history. On October 4, 2007, the
Oversight and Government Reform
Committee held a hearing regarding
the extent of corruption within the
Iraqi Government. David Walker, the
Comptroller General of the United
States, and Stuart Bowen, the Special
Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruc-
tion, testified that entrenched corrup-
tion in the Iraqi Government is actu-
ally fueling the insurgency, under-
mining the chances of political rec-
onciliation, which, incidentally, was
the whole point of the surge strategy of
General Petraeus, and that this corrup-
tion is, in fact, endangering our troops.

The former Commissioner of the
Iraqi Commission on Public Integrity,
Judge Radhi Hamza al-Radhi, testified
that his own investigation documented
at least $18 billion in money stolen by
corrupt officials. He stated that Prime
Minister Maliki personally intervened
to prevent the investigation from con-
tinuing.

Each witness that day provided evi-
dence suggesting that corruption with-
in the Iraqi Government was tanta-
mount to a second insurgency. Specifi-
cally, David Walker testified that
widespread corruption undermines ef-
forts to develop the government’s ca-
pacity by robbing it of needed re-
sources, some of which are used to fund
the insurgency itself. Similarly, Mr.
Bowen testified that corruption in Iraq
stymies the construction and mainte-
nance of Iraq’s infrastructure, deprives
people of goods and services, reduces
confidence in public institutions, and
publicly aids insurgent groups report-
edly funded by graft from oil smug-
gling or embezzlement.

Judge al-Radhi testified that corrup-
tion in Iraq today is rampant across
the government, costing tens of bil-
lions of dollars, and has infected vir-
tually every agency and ministry, in-
cluding some of the most powerful in
Iraq. He further stated that the Min-
istry of Oil is effectively financing ter-
rorism.

Madam Speaker, after hearing this
testimony, which can only be described
as shocking, the Oversight Committee
heard from Ambassador Lawrence But-
ler, Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State. Members of the committee
asked the obvious questions, very sim-
ple, very straightforward: A, whether
the Government of Iraq currently has
the political will or the capability to
root out corruption within its govern-
ment; B, whether the Maliki govern-
ment is working hard to improve the
corruption situation so that he can
unite his country; C, whether Prime
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Minister Maliki obstructed any
anticorruption investigations in Iraq
to protect his political allies. Simple
questions; no answers.

Ambassador Butler refused to answer
any of these questions at the hearing
because on September 25, 2007, 7 busi-
ness days before this hearing, the State
Department instructed officials not to
answer questions in open setting that
called for, basically, answers. In the
jargon of the State Department, you
couldn’t answer a question that called
for ‘“‘broad statements or assessments
which judge or characterize the quality
of Iraqi governance or the ability or de-
termination of the Iraqi Government
to deal with corruption, including alle-
gations that investigations were
thwarted or stifled for political rea-
sons.”’

It is astonishing; $1 trillion, over
3,700 lives, a war that has no end in
sight, that was based on misinforma-
tion. Now, with billions of dollars gone
missing, no one is disputing this is as a
result of corruption, not just bad deci-
sions. The State Department is direct-
ing the people who have answers to
deny answers to Congress and to the
American people.

Madam Speaker, the thrust of this
resolution is very simple. It is whether
Congress has the right and the will to
demand that it get answers on behalf of
the American people about this most
catastrophic foreign policy blunder.

In addition to preventing officials
from answering questions about the
corruption in Iraq, the State Depart-
ment retroactively classified two re-
ports written by the Office of Account-
ability and Transparency, one of the
two primary entities established by the
State Department to lead U.S. anti-
corruption efforts. So we turned the Of-
fice of Transparency into the ‘‘Office of
Obscurity.”

These reports were initially marked
‘“‘sensitive but unclassified,” and they
suddenly, by fiat of the State Depart-
ment, became ‘‘confidential.” The
State Department also retroactively
classified portions of a report that was
released and distributed at that Octo-
ber 4 hearing by Comptroller Walker. It
addressed the commitment of the Iraqi
Government to enforce anticorruption
laws.

As a member of the Oversight and
Government Reform Committee, I and
my colleagues witnessed firsthand the
State Department’s absolute, adamant,
willful, and really intransigent refusal
to testify about Iraqi corruption. That
is why the committee believes so
strongly in the support of this resolu-
tion.

The resolution states in very simple
and plain language what every Amer-
ican, I think, believes they are entitled
to. One, it is essential that Congress
and the people of the United States
know the extent of corruption in Iraq.
Two, it was wrong, not right, but
wrong, to reclassify documents that
are embarrassing but do not meet the
criteria for classification. Three, it is
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an abuse of the classification process
to withhold from the American people
broad assessments of the extent of cor-
ruption within the Iraqi Government.
Four, the directive issued by the State
Department on September 25, 2007, pro-
hibiting its officials from discussing
the state of Iraqi corruption should be,
indeed must be, rescinded.

Madam Speaker, corruption within
the Iraqi Government is unacceptable.
It undermines the efforts of this coun-
try; it undermines the efforts of the
honest people in Iraq to build a civil
society. We have no recourse but to de-
mand from the State Department that
they tell us the facts and not withhold
them because they are embarrassing
and don’t serve what has been a self-
serving and misguided policy since its
inception.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

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

Madam Speaker, I want to begin by
thanking my very good friend, a new
member of the Rules Committee, the
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. WELCH)
for his statement that was very
thoughtful. But it actually in many
ways buttressed the argument that I
was making in the Rules Committee
yesterday, that Chairman WAXMAN
countered, that this resolution is little
more than an attempt to try and ap-
pease this sector of the House of Rep-
resentatives that wants this immediate
withdrawal from Iraq, represented by
more than a couple of my colleagues
who are here right now.

I rise, Madam Speaker, in strong op-
position to both this rule and the un-
derlying resolution. Once again the
Democratic leadership has shut down
the normal, open legislative process in
order to bring their substantively
flawed legislation to the floor, and
once again they must resort to a com-
plete distortion of facts in order to ad-
vance their agenda.

They have the formula down pretty
well, Madam Speaker. First, you pick
an issue that no one could possibly op-
pose. In this case they have bravely
come forward and taken a stance
against corruption. Well, it is very im-
pressive. Obviously we are all opposed
to corruption.

Next, they slap together a resolution
that ostensibly advances this position,
but, in reality, twists the facts such
that the issue is actually abandoned
for purely political potshots; then shut
down regular order so that no dis-
senting voice can be heard.

Finally, when all due process and
substantive deliberation has been
thwarted, attack those who expose

their sloppy work by calling them
“‘pro-corruption,” or ‘‘anti-poor chil-
dren,” or whatever dark and sinister
trope we are exploiting this week.

This is a well-worn approach that has
been, unfortunately, standard oper-
ating procedure in this 110th Congress.
What makes it so troubling this time is
that it came from a committee whose
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chairman and ranking member have
generally worked in a bipartisan way,
despite the Democratic leadership’s
very heavy-handed approach on so
many issues.

The ranking member, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS), has been
very eager to work constructively
with, Madam Speaker, our California
colleague (Mr. WAXMAN) who chairs the
committee. They have worked together
on a number of issues. And it was the
same way when our friend from Fair-
fax, Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) was the chair-
man of the then Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight, now the
Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, when Mr. DAVIS was the
chairman and Mr. WAXMAN was the
ranking member.

Mr. DAVIS has not shied away from
taking a very, very honest and fair ap-
proach to oversight and speaking very
frankly about the problems that are
exposed. He has always concerned him-
self only with the facts, not the party
affiliation of those who have come
under scrutiny.

So why is it, Madam Speaker, why is
it that the majority did not so much as
share the text of this resolution with
the minority before introducing it?
Why did it not go through the regular
committee process to vet the language?
What exactly do they fear by allowing
just a little bit of sunshine in their
work?

Madam Speaker, when the Repub-
licans on the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform finally got to
have just a little peek at this resolu-
tion, what they found were half-truths,
distortions and blatant omissions.

Our friend from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS)
offered a substitute that would modify
the resolution by adding the critical
information that the majority had
omitted and correcting what was
mischaracterized. The majority shame-
lessly but predictably shut out the
amendment, in an apparent attempt to
suppress any effort to expose the glar-
ing flaws to their resolution.

Madam Speaker, all we have asked is
to have a debate based on facts rather
than on phony narratives and biased
misinformation. I have no doubt that
their side will continue this charade of
a debate and pretend that this resolu-
tion is simply about exposing corrup-
tion and those who try to cover it up.

Madam Speaker, they can have their
charade, but this side is going to actu-
ally talk about facts today, something
that we are proud to regularly do, and,
unfortunately, doesn’t emerge too
often from the other side of the aisle.

We will start with the issue of cor-
ruption in the Iraqi Government. It is
a huge problem. It is a huge problem,
corruption in the Iraqi Government,
Madam Speaker. We all recognize that.
The Iraqis recognize that. Today in
The Washington Post a representative
from the State Department made it
very clear that the issue of corruption
within the Iraqi Government is a seri-
ous one. The entire world recognizes
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the fact that there is corruption within
the Iraqi Government.

Through a number of U.S. depart-
ments and agencies, including the
State Department, we are funding a
wide range of programs to find, root
out and prevent corruption; to build
the capacity of the Iraqi Government
to fight corruption within its own
ranks, which is what our goal is, mak-
ing sure we fight corruption. We want
to strengthen the democratic institu-
tions that must be strong, transparent
and enduring, so that the rule of law
can prevail, and those who break the
law will, in fact, be brought to justice.

That is what our goal is, Madam
Speaker, and that is something that I
believe we could address in a bipartisan
way if Mr. WAXMAN and Mr. DAVIS had,
in fact, had the chance to come to-
gether. Mr. DAVIS very much wanted
to, but apparently he was rebuffed.

This is the primary goal of our pol-
icy, ensuring that we take on and root
out and eliminate corruption within
the Iraqi Government. And our efforts
would be highlighted in this resolution,
if its authors had not systematically
struck the positive comments made by
the very experts quoted in their text.
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For example, they quote Judge Radhi
Hamza al-Radhi as saying, and I quote,
Madam Speaker, ‘“‘Corruption in Iraq
today is rampant and has infected vir-
tually every agency and ministry.”
That is what is in the resolution,
Madam Speaker. They unfortunately in
this resolution cut out the rest of the
quote.

Judge Radhi went on to tell the com-
mittee, and I quote, Madam Speaker,
“The Iraqi people would hope that you
continue your support to them, other-
wise they will be suppressed by the
neighboring countries.”” He went on to
say, ‘I believe if you help the Iraqi
people to be managed and governed by
an honest government, I believe that
the problem will be over.” Now that’s
the full quote from Judge Radhi Hamza
al-Radhi.

To this key point, the very people
that came before the committee to tes-
tify on Iraq’s corruption problem also
highlighted our attempts to combat it;
and they begged us, they begged us,
Madam Speaker, not to abandon them.
A number of other key quotes were cut
short in the resolution resulting in a
skewed view of testimony.

They suppressed testimony from the
Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruc-
tion citing that the Iraq Government
fully recognizes its corruption problem.
They cut out the Comptroller General’s
testimony that this is an internal Iraqi
problem which does not involve U.S.
funds, and that the Iraqis face enor-
mous challenges following decades of a
dictatorship where, and I quote, ‘‘cor-
ruption was woven into the very fabric
of governing.”’

It is all there in black and white in
the alternative that Mr. DAVIS pre-
sented to us up in the Rules Com-
mittee.
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Of course, that full litany of the facts
will never come to a vote in this House
because of a decision that the majority
leadership has made. They would rath-
er cherry-pick quotes and give a dis-
torted account of the facts.

Madam Speaker, the resolution’s sec-
ond major premise, which also suffers
from being disassociated with the
facts, is that the State Department has
tried to cover up Iraqi corruption and
has withheld pertinent information
from Congress. Again, the majority can
continue their pseudo-debate if they
would like; but, Madam Speaker, on
this side of the aisle, we are just going
to stick to the facts. And the fact is
that a portion of an unfinished,
unvetted document was inadvertently
leaked. When the report was ulti-
mately finalized, portions were deemed
classified in the interest of protecting
sources whose lives would be threat-
ened for their anticorruption efforts
and to protect private conversations
stemming from diplomatic efforts.

We can accuse the State Department
of sloppiness because of the leak; we
can play Monday morning quarterback
and say that they shouldn’t have both-
ered to classify information no matter
how sensitive after it was inadvert-
ently leaked. But to accuse them of
trying to cover up information is a bla-
tant mischaracterization of the facts.

Furthermore, Chairman WAXMAN has
declined to release the transcripts of
interviews with State and Justice De-
partments officials on the very issues
raised in this resolution. State has also
offered classified briefings to answer
any and all questions that can’t be ad-
dressed in an open setting. Now,
Madam Speaker, according to the
State Department, Chairman WAXMAN
has declined that offer. It would appear
that the authors of this resolution may
not actually be interested in gathering
this information.

In fact, it is ironic that a resolution
accusing government officials of with-
holding information would cherry-pick
quotes from testimony and suppress an
amendment that tells the whole story.
And it is ironic that its authors make
these accusations while refusing to re-
lease the transcripts of its own pro-
ceedings and deny the opportunity for
a full classified briefing. If they were
truly interested in combating corrup-
tion or the full disclosure of informa-
tion, they would have gone through
regular order that developed legisla-
tion within the context of a full debate
that includes the facts in the situation.

I would ask them to take the issue of
corruption more seriously, Madam
Speaker. This is an issue that has
plagued our own government. We have
wrestled for years over ethics reform,
and we still haven’t got it right. We are
trying right now to bring to the floor
earmark reform. We have a discharge
petition in the well and we have en-
couraged our colleagues to sign that to
deal with what clearly has been a bi-
partisan issue. It is an issue that has
been wrought with corruption in the
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past. We are trying very hard to ad-
dress that. Unfortunately, the majority
leadership refuses to allow us to bring
to the floor earmark reform that would
simply bring us to the standard that we
passed in the last Congress.

Now, Madam Speaker, as we look
around the world at democracies old
and new, we see that no one has been
able to completely root out the prob-
lem of corruption. I have the great
privilege to work with my colleague,
David Price, and 18 other of our Mem-
bers as part of the House Democracy
Assistance Commission. Our commis-
sion works directly with legislatures in
developing democracies all around the
world, and corruption tops the list of
challenges every single time.

In every one of the 12 member coun-
tries that we have within the House
Democracy Assistance Commission,
this problem of corruption comes to
the forefront. Endemic corruption
threatens the very survival of real de-
mocracy, and that is why we are tack-
ling the problem across the globe; and,
Madam Speaker, Iraq is no exception.

Unfortunately, rather than fur-
thering our efforts, the Democratic
majority would rather sit in the cheap
seats taking shots at the Iraqi Govern-
ment awash in righteous indignation
over trumped-up charges of a coverup.
I would call on them instead to offer a
meaningful bill that addresses the very
serious issue of corruption and take it
up under regular order. I would call on
them, Madam Speaker, to allow their
work to stand before the rigors of scru-
tiny and deliberation.

Madam Speaker, I am quite confident
that we could all come together to
work on a universally supported issue
of combating corruption. As I said, we
have these great models of HENRY WAX-
MAN and ToM DAVIS who traditionally
in a bipartisan way have worked to-
gether. I believe we could do that
again. But, unfortunately, Mr. DAVIS
was completely rebuffed when this res-
olution was introduced, as our col-
league from Pasco, Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) said, in the Rules Com-
mittee last night, was introduced last
Friday with no markup whatsoever,
and then we brought it up last night in
the Rules Committee.

Let’s work to have a constructive,
meaningful debate on this issue based
on facts that actually attempt to do
something grander than the political
posturing that we are seeing with this
resolution.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam
Speaker, before I yield to my friend
from Massachusetts, I would like to
just comment on a few of the observa-
tions and statements made by my
friend from California.

First of all, I agree with him that
Chairman WAXMAN and Ranking Mem-
ber DAVIS have worked cooperatively
and extremely well. And, in fact, there
was an effort to maintain that tradi-
tion here when Chairman WAXMAN last
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Wednesday delivered a copy of the text
of this resolution to the minority with
specific heads-up that this resolution
was going to be introduced on Friday
and with the request that comments or
edits be provided in a timely way so
that the introduction could occur on
that day.

The edits were not presented until
Monday, just before the Rules Com-
mittee meeting. So the good news here
is that that cooperative approach con-
tinued. Mr. WAXMAN, in his usual gen-
tlemanly and collegial way, made ap-
parent what his intentions were, pro-
vided the language and opportunity for
response, and it was not forthcoming.
So that’s the story.

The gentleman from California will
have an opportunity to respond on his
own time, so I won’t yield at this time.

Secondly, the premise that on a mat-
ter of enormous public importance
where it is our lives, it is our money
that is imperiled, that is being wasted,
that Members of Congress could sac-
rifice their capacity to be a representa-
tive of the people that we represent by
accepting a classified briefing on some-
thing that is profoundly public in na-
ture is flat out rejected by the com-
mittee and by most Members of this
Congress.

When we are asked to go get a pri-
vate briefing up in the Intelligence
SCIF with a requirement that we sign
an oath that we can’t reveal anything
that we learned, it means that the
State Department has succeeded in its
goal of keeping secret information that
should be made public. So that is not
simply an option that makes any sense
if we are going to move ahead.

Madam Speaker, at this time I yield
6 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN).

Mr. McGOVERN. Madam Speaker, 1
regret that the intransigence and
stonewalling by the Bush administra-
tion of Congress’ oversight responsibil-
ities have made this legislation nec-
essary.

H. Res. 734 rightfully expresses the
sense of the House that the Depart-
ment of State has abused its classifica-
tion authority by withholding from
Congress and the American people in-
formation about the extent of corrup-
tion in the Iraqi Government. This res-
olution criticizes the State Depart-
ment for retroactively classifying pub-
lic documents that have previously
been widely distributed as unclassified.

It also calls upon the State Depart-
ment to rescind its directive that or-
ders officials not to answer questions
in an open committee hearing that
might characterize the situation of
corruption in the Iraqi Government.

What is the background on this,
Madam Speaker? On October 4, the
Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform held a hearing on corrup-
tion in Iraq. Mr. Stuart Bowen, the
Special Inspector General for Iraq, and
Mr. David Walker, the Comptroller
General of the United States with the
Government Accountability Office, tes-
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tified that entrenched corruption in
the Iraqi Government is fueling the in-
surgency, undermining the chances of
political reconciliation and endan-
gering our troops. Judge Radhi Hamza
al-Radhi, the former head of Iraq’s own
Commission on Public Integrity, stated
that his work documented $18 billion
stolen by corrupt officials. He also tes-
tified that Prime Minister Maliki per-
sonally intervened to block further in-
vestigations and prosecutions of his
relatives and political allies from going
forward.

Concern about endemic corruption in
the Iraqi Government should be of
great concern to every single Member
of this House. It raises a fundamental
question: Is the Iraq Government,
under the leadership of Prime Minister
Maliki, too corrupt to succeed?

It should definitely concern the
White House and the State Depart-
ment. So how did the Bush administra-
tion respond?

The State Department took the ex-
traordinary step of retroactively
classifying corruption reports by its
own officials, and even portions of a
GAO report already released by Mr.
Walker.

State Department witnesses appear-
ing before the committee refused to an-
swer even the most basic questions
about corruption in Iraq in open ses-
sion.

So imagine my surprise when I
opened this morning’s Washington Post
to find that the State Department told
the press yesterday that official cor-
ruption in Iraq is ‘“‘real, endemic and
pernicious,” and remains a major chal-
lenge to building a functioning, stable
democracy.

Now that wasn’t in a classified set-
ting; it was on a conference call with
reporters. So it is okay to make such
statements to the press but not to a
congressional committee?

Madam Speaker, we are not talking
about state secrets on how to carry out
attacks against al Qaeda in Iraq. We
are talking about corruption. Govern-
ment corruption. There is no reason for
stonewalling Congress, especially when
the topic is discussed freely with re-
porters in a conference call.

Quite simply, Madam Speaker, the
Bush administration has abused the
classification system and dem-
onstrated its contempt of congres-
sional oversight and accountability.
More than 3,800 of our troops have been
killed in Iraq and more than 28,000
wounded. Let me repeat that. More
than 3,800 of our troops have been
killed in Iraq and more than 28,000
wounded.

What kind of an Iraqi Government
are they fighting for? I think their
families and their military comrades
deserve to know. President Bush is
asking Congress to give him another
$150 billion for the war. I think Con-
gress and the American people deserve
to know the extent of corruption with-
in the Iraqi Government and how that
might affect our chances of success in
Iraq.
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Madam Speaker, the facts about cor-
ruption may be embarrassing for the
Iraqi Government, but they do not
meet the test for secret classification.
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Every newspaper in America has
written stories on corruption in Iraq.
Classifying previously released public
documents, silencing public officials so
that Congress and the American people
are unable to get a complete picture,
the good and the bad, about corruption
in Iraq serve no legitimate purpose.

Any Member, Madam Speaker, who
stands up on the House floor and says
they’re against corruption in Iraq has
to vote for this measure.

The fact is that our occupation of
Iraq is, occupation of Iraq is now in its
fifth year. For four of those years,
when Republicans were in control of
Congress, they did nothing and said
nothing about corruption. They were
silent, while hundreds of billions of
dollars were funneled to a government
who I wouldn’t trust to tell me the cor-
rect time.

Madam Speaker, talk is cheap, and if
you’re against corruption, then you
should vote for this resolution. The
problem is that for too long in this
Congress there have been some who
have been apologists for bad behavior.
They have looked the other way while
they have known that corruption in
the Iraqi Government has been an in-
creasing problem, not a decreasing
problem.

So I would say to my friends on the
other side of the aisle that if, in fact,
you want to change the behavior of the
Iraqi Government, if you want to stop
the silence and the inaction that char-
acterized your control of this Congress
when it came to the issue of corruption
in Iraq, then you need to vote for this
resolution. The administration’s ac-
tions need to be denounced and re-
scinded.

I would urge my colleagues to stand
up finally and belatedly and do the
right thing and support H. Res. 734.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I look forward to yielding to my
friend from Worcester if he would like
to engage in a colloquy with me on this
issue.

Now, my friend has basically stood
here basically buttressing the entire
argument I made in my opening state-
ment. Who is it that’s a proponent of
corruption? My friend has argued,
Madam Speaker, that if you are op-
posed to corruption, you have no
choice but to support this resolution.

Here’s the thing that concerns me
greatly, and I'd be happy to yield to
my friend if he would like to challenge
me on this at all. Here’s the thing that
troubles me greatly, Madam Speaker.

As we stand here at this moment, we
regularly have Members of the other
side of the aisle accusing this adminis-
tration of not coming forward with all
the facts. And what is it that this reso-
lution does? This resolution actually
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ignores the facts, and I will go through
again the quotes from Judge Radhi
Hamza al-Radhi who, in fact, said time
and time again that the issue of our
support for the effort of rooting out
corruption in Iraq is one that must
continue, and unfortunately, all we’re
doing is pointing a finger of blame
here.

I would say to my friend that, as we
look at this issue, why not seize the op-
portunity that the State Department
has offered to make sure that you can
have a full classified briefing and then
make the determination as to whether
or not something should or should not
be classified? That’s the way it should
be handled, rather than this broad
brush, sweeping approach saying that
if you, Madam Speaker, are somehow
opposed to corruption you have no
choice but to support this resolution.

Of course we support the effort to en-
sure that we don’t have corruption, but
to see this ploy trying to paint people
in a corner with just a little bit of the
facts is, I think, a great disservice to
our quest to root out corruption. And I
believe very strongly, Madam Speaker,
that it is essential for us, on behalf of
the American people and on behalf of
the model that we are trying to provide
that corruption is bad, to make sure
that this resolution provides all of the
facts as we move forward.

Mr. McGOVERN. Madam Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DREIER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
thank the former chairman of the
Rules Committee for yielding.

I would just say for 4 years this Con-
gress and this administration has been
indifferent to the corruption in Iraq,
and as a result, we bear some responsi-
bility for the mess that’s there now,
and this resolution says we need to
change course.

Mr. DREIER. Reclaiming my time,
and I'd like my friend to continue be-
cause I'll yield to him in a moment,
but for him to claim over the last 4
years that this administration has
been indifferent to the problem of cor-
ruption is an outrage because the prob-
lem of corruption is something that
has existed for years.

This administration and this Con-
gress have been dedicated to rooting
out corruption in Iraq. We’ve worked in
a bipartisan way on it, and it’s very
tragic and I think a disservice to those
who want to address the issue of cor-
ruption that we somehow are told that
we only accept this resolution, that
does not engage in providing all of the
facts, that we somehow are tolerant of
or supportive of a policy of corruption.

I’'m happy to further yield.

Mr. McGOVERN. I would say to the
gentleman, if during the last 4 years
that this Congress and this administra-
tion did anything to fight corruption in
Iraq in a meaningful way as a state-
ment, maybe it’s part of a classified
briefing we need to have.

Mr. DREIER. He’s making the exact
same argument here. He’s making the
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exact same argument that nothing has
been done.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would like to remind Members
that they must maintain proper order
in yielding and reclaiming time.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I
would inquire of the Chair, did I cor-
rectly reclaim my time? Did I make a
mistake here, I would inquire of the
Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair’s admonition was to all Mem-
bers.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, what I
would like to do is to share with our
colleagues some of the things that have
been done over the past 4 years.

My friend mentions the fact that this
administration has turned their back
on the issue of corruption in Iraq. Let
me just state, there has been technical
training to build capacity, judicial re-
form. The National Endowment for De-
mocracy has provided grants. There are
international programs involved. The
Iraq Reconstruction Rehabilitation
Fund has increased the capacity of the
Commission on Public Integrity by
training, mentoring and providing
equipment for the Commission on Pub-
lic Integrity investigators, and aiding
in corruption prevention programs, im-
plementing financial management sys-
tems that remove some of the opaque-
ness that enables misuse of public
funds to occur.

The U.S. prosecutors who advise and
mentor the CCCI judges in all manner
of serious cases, including
anticorruption cases, have received
support over the past 4 years, Madam
Speaker. Judicial reforms have taken
place, funded with $9 million through
the Department of Justice in Iraq in
fiscal 2006 on anticorruption activities,
and this goes on and on.

I will include in the RECORD the
items that have been done over the
past 4 years by this administration to
combat the issue of corruption in Iraq,
including, as I said, grants from the
National Endowment for Democracy,
dealing with human rights issues, and
a wide range of other entities and a lit-
any of some of the items that have
been done.

So it is a gross mischaracterization,
Madam Speaker, to argue that the ad-
ministration has turned their back on
the issue of corruption in Iraaq.

ANTI-CORRUPTION PROGRAMS IN IRAQ
PROVIDED BY THE U.S. STATE DEPARTMENT
STATE/EMBASSY BAGHDAD SUPPORT FOR ANTI-
CORRUPTION EFFORTS

Technical training: build capacity.

Judicial reform.

NED Grantees.

International Programs.

Technical training: build capacity

IRRF (Iraq Reconstruction and Rehabilita-
tion Fund) has increased the capacity of the
Commission on Public Integrity, CPI, by
training, mentoring, and providing equip-
ment for CPI investigators and aiding in cor-
ruption prevention programs (implementing
financial management systems that remove
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some of the opaqueness that enables misuse
of public funds to occur).

INL funds DOJ Resident Legal Advisors—
U.S. prosecutors who advise and mentor
CCCI judges in all manner of serious cases,
including anti-corruption cases.

Judicial reforms

IRRF funded $9 million through DOJ in
Iraq in FY06 on anti-corruption activities.

Six advisors work with the Embassy’s Of-
fice of Accountability and Transparency,
OAT, to provide support to the CPI and other
Iraqi anti-corruption entities.

NED Grantees working on anti-corruption and
transparency

Iraqi Human Rights Watch Society is
working to build and train a core group of
activists on combating corruption.

Badlisy Cultural Center is working to raise
awareness among youth about anti-corrup-
tion and transparency in Sulaimaniya prov-
ince and to encourage cooperation between
Iraqi NGOs in the North and their counter-
parts in the South.

To expand its democracy training program
in Al-Muthan, Dhiqar, and Algadisiya, the
Rafidain Civic Education Institute will train
six trainers to conduct 36 workshops tar-
geting students and NGO activists to provide
them with the skills to raise awareness of
the need to combat corruption.

International Programs

On September 26, 2007, the State Depart-
ment signed a $1,621,700 grant agreement
with the Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development, OECD. The OECD has
already started working with the Govern-
ment of Iraq (GOI) to develop and implement
a framework more conducive to investment
and economic development.

WHAT HAS THE EMBASSY DONE RECENTLY?

Anti-corruption efforts are a part of every-
thing we do in Iraq: a multiagency, multi-
country approach, at the local, provincial,
and national levels. From 2004 to 2006, we fo-
cused on building and heavily investing in
anticorruption strategies and institutions.
In 2007, we created OAT (the Office of Ac-
countability and Transparency) to help co-
ordinate those activities and identify gaps.
We increased staff dedicated to anti-corrup-
tion activities (recruited qualified people
and expanded our focus to include the BSA
and IGs). We formed the Iraqi inter-agency
anti-corruption team, a multi-agency, multi-
country team.

PRTS: provincial success on budget/acqui-
sition accountability processing.

Well over 50 USG employees work on some
aspect of anti-corruption activities in Iraq.

EMBASSY RESPONSE TO CORRUPTION
CONTROVERSY

The Embassy continues to work with the
Iraqi Government to combat public corrup-
tion and improve transparency and account-
ability.

Support and training contracts are on hold
pending clarity of succession at CPI.

The 11 Iraqi CPI investigators who went to
the U.S. for training along with Radhi in
mid-August have returned to Iraq and, ac-
cording to Embassy reports, are eager and
ready to investigate corruption, at great per-
sonal risk.

While corruption in Iraq is a serious prob-
lem and we are helping Iraqis combat it, this
issue does not affect U.S. programs. There is
a distinction between GOI activities and
USG efforts in Iraq, and the USG has strict
checks in place to help combat corruption.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam
Speaker, I would inquire of the gen-
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tleman from California if he has any
remaining speakers. I'm the last speak-
er on this side. So I reserve my time
until the gentleman has closed for his
side and yielded back his time.

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

It is very, very unfortunate that we
are here trying to tackle the issue of
corruption in Iraq and we are failing to
look at the facts. The distinguished
former chairman of the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform, our
friend from Fairfax, Virginia (Mr.
DAVIS) has worked long and hard in a
bipartisan way on the constitutionally
mandated responsibility of legislative
oversight of the executive branch. It’s
an issue which he takes very seriously.

He represents northern Virginia. He
represents a lot of people who work in
the executive branch, a lot of people
who work in the legislative branch as
well. He’s an expert on these issues and
he’s been proud to work in past Con-
gresses and in this Congress in a bipar-
tisan way.

He’s done that with my good friend
and California colleague with whom we
share representing the Los Angeles
area (Mr. WAXMAN), the distinguished
Chair of the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform. And tradi-
tionally, we’ve seen these two, while
they’ve obviously had a different per-
spective on issues, we’ve seen their ar-
guments propounded very, very
thoughtfully on a regular basis, but
they have been able to join on a wide
range of issues.

And here we have Mr. DAVIS, who did
have his staff last Wednesday get a
copy of this resolution, but Madam
Speaker, as you recall we had the fu-
neral of our colleague Mrs. Davis, and
we were not in on Thursday and on Fri-
day we were not in session. And the
members of the staff on the minority
side were told on Wednesday that they
were not to share this information, to
wait until it was introduced on Friday.

Madam Speaker, it was introduced on
Friday. We had not been in session for
2 days then, Thursday or Friday, and
then all of a sudden this is brought up
in the Rules Committee, no markup
held whatsoever, no attempt to even
get the briefing from the State Depart-
ment. We’ve been told by the State De-
partment that the chairman of the
committee turned down the offer to
have this briefing.

And so what can we conclude, Madam
Speaker, other than the fact that there
is gross politicization of this issue?
Who is opposed to tackling the issue of
corruption? I mean, it’s motherhood
and apple pie, and yet we somehow, be-
cause we want to get all the facts on
the table, because we want to have an
opportunity for a free-flowing debate,
because we want the very respected
ranking minority member to have a
chance to have his substitute voted on
in this House, we are somehow being
told we are pro-corruption, we want to
be part of a coverup. It is absolutely
outrageous, Madam Speaker. It’s a dis-
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service to Democrats and Republicans
of this institution to have this kind of
treatment.

Madam Speaker, I have some closing
remarks that I'd like to make, but
we’ve just been joined by our very
thoughtful colleague from Bridgeport,
Connecticut, who is a hardworking
member of the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

Madam Speaker, may I inquire of the
Chair how much time we have remain-
ing on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California hags 6% minutes
remaining. The gentleman from
Vermont has 1272 minutes remaining.

Mr. DREIER. And the gentleman
from Vermont has no further speakers;
is that correct, Madam Speaker?

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. That’s cor-
rect.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, at
this time, I'm happy to yield 5 minutes
to my friend from Bridgeport (Mr.
SHAYS).

Mr. SHAYS. Madam Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding.

Today, we’re here to consider a reso-
lution about corruption in Iraq. Mr.
DAvIis attempted to present an alter-
native to the resolution, but it was
blocked by my Democratic colleagues.
The Democratic version provides a one-
sided view about corruption in Iraq and
Department of State efforts to counter
corruption. The other version by Mr.
DAVIS accepted the Democratic points
but also presented the rest of the story.
Whatever happened to compromise and
bipartisanship?

It never ceases to amaze me what my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
will do to get votes and keep the sup-
port of their base. We all know the
Democratic base wants the TUnited
States to get out of Iraq; however, the
Democrats have not been able to pre-
vent President Bush from carrying out
his new and winning strategy in Iraaq,
so they continue to try to find other
means to undermine our efforts to sta-
bilize Iraq.

For example, they’ve held hearings
on Blackwater, the contractor accused
of shooting into crowds of civilians. Al-
though this oversight is justified and
needed, my colleagues are using the re-
sults of this hearing as a tool to drive
a wedge between the American people
and the administration’s efforts to sta-
bilize Iraq.

Another example is the resolution
condemning the Armenian genocide.
The Democrats know full well, if this
resolution passes the House, Turkey
will take retaliatory steps against the
United States. These steps could under-
mine our efforts in Iraq and our troop
presence throughout the Middle East.
In fact, Turkey has already begun the
process and called their U.S. ambas-
sador back to Turkey for consultation.

And now we have a resolution about
corruption in Iraq. What a revelation!
Yes, there is corruption in Middle East-
ern countries. Yes, there has been cor-
ruption in Iraq. And yes, there con-
tinues to be corruption in a
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postauthoritarian regime. The United
States did not bring corruption to this
country, nor will it end when we leave.
Saddam Hussein and his bureaucratic
henchmen were major contributors to
that continued corruption. Just read
the reports about the Oil-for-Food Pro-
gram our committee conducted.

Is the Department of State remiss in
their efforts to fight corruption in
Iraq? They may well be. But coun-
tering long-standing corruption is not
easy and will take some time. I believe
we in the United States face some of
the same problems.

I'm not asking for my Democratic
colleagues to stop oversight ferreting
out waste, fraud and abuse. What I am
asking is for Democrats and Repub-
licans to come together and work
through the issue of Iraq and not use it
as a wedge preventing the TUnited
States from assisting the Iraqis to es-
tablish a stable democratic regime
that will not export terrorism.

Yes, there are those who believe Iraq
is a lost cause. Senator REID and
NANCY PELOSI both believe we should
withdraw our troops right away. But
there are others who understand the
international security consequences of
leaving Iraq precipitously and believe
we should withdraw our presence in a
safe and responsible manner.

Therefore, I ask those who truly un-
derstand the consequences of under-
mining our efforts in Iraq to under-
stand what my Democratic colleagues
are doing. Sadly they are trying to
drive a wedge between the American
public and the administration efforts
to be successful in Iraq. Please under-
stand that attempts to undermine our
efforts in Iraq undermine our troops
and U.S. interests all over the globe.

0 1115

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, may 1
inquire of the Chair how much time is
remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
TAUSCHER). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia has 3% minutes.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I am happy to see the distinguished
Chair of the Committee on Rules has
joined us here on the floor, and I have
to say, Madam Speaker, that I am
going to encourage our colleagues to
defeat the previous question on this
rule. Why? Because this resolution is
all about tackling the issue of corrup-
tion.

One of the things that we tragically
learned is there has been corruption
not only in Iraq, and we all, including
the State Department, recognize there
has been serious corruption in Iraq.
But there has been corruption right in
this body as well. It has been widely
heralded; it is bipartisan. We have had
problems on both sides of the aisle.

We want to take on this issue of cor-
ruption. And there was a promise made
last fall that we would in fact see a
great new day when it came to the
issue of earmark reform. I was very
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proud, Madam Speaker, that last Octo-
ber we were able to pass legislation
that provided full transparency, disclo-
sure, and accountability on all ear-
marks, appropriations, authorization,
and tax bills.

Now, we were told that that measure
that passed last year, Madam Speaker,
was in fact a sham. And, Madam
Speaker, I have to tell you that we
have passed earmark reform in this
Congress, but unfortunately it doesn’t
go nearly as far as the bill that we
passed in the 109th did on the issue of
transparency, accountability, and dis-
closure. Why? The disclosure we have
today only deals with the issue of ap-
propriations. It does not, as we did in
the last Congress, have full trans-
parency, disclosure, and accountability
on authorization and tax bills. Mean-
ing, Madam Speaker, that the struc-
ture that we have now, unfortunately,
creates the potential for corruption
right here in this body.

That is why, since we have in this
resolution an attempt to take on the
issue of corruption in Iraq, the vote on
the previous question that we are going
to be offering to defeat the previous
question to make in order the resolu-
tion, that we have as a discharge peti-
tion that our Republican leader (Mr.
BOEHNER) has offered in the well of the
House. We hope colleagues will sign be-
cause that hasn’t come forward. But
what we are trying to do with the de-
feat of the previous question is to
make in order that measure so that we
can take on the issue of corruption in
this institution.

So, Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’ on the previous
question so that we are able to make in
order that measure.

I ask unanimous consent to include
in the RECORD just prior to the vote on
the previous question the text of the
amendment and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. DREIER. With that, I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam
Speaker, our Chair has arrived and has
requested 30 seconds. Notwithstanding
my previous statement that I was the
last speaker, I am inquiring if my
friend from California has any objec-
tion.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I am
always very, very thrilled to have a
chance to hear from the distinguished
Chair of our Rules Committee, and I
would like to reclaim the balance of
my time if I might.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia reclaims his time.

There was no objection.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 1
simply want to say that I did hear my
colleague say how concerned we all
were about corruption and how much
we really wanted to do about it. Unfor-
tunately, for the past 3 years nothing
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on your side was done about it. It was
never looked into, despite the fact that
our side brought it up numerous times,
trying to get bills to the floor and try-
ing to discuss what was going on in
Iraq in terms of the loss of taxpayer
money. I regret that that has not been
acknowledged. This is the first time
that we have literally brought up the
actual corruption in the Iraq Govern-
ment.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
respond to the very distinguished Chair
of the Committee on Rules and say
that the issue of corruption is one
which we have taken on both in Iraq
and in this Congress with great enthu-
siasm. And I would say to my friend
that if she believes that somehow this
nonbinding resolution, which does ab-
solutely nothing, is going to somehow
allow us to tackle the issue of corrup-
tion in Iraq with greater enthusiasm,
that is preposterous, absolutely prepos-
terous, Madam Speaker.

What we need to do is we need to
have a fair, free-flowing debate that al-
lows us to bring all of the facts for-
ward. And that is what we have been
attempting to do here; and, unfortu-
nately, it just is not happening. Why?
Because as my friend from Con-
necticut, a very thoughtful Member
(Mr. SHAYS) has said, we are observing
political posturing here, and I think it
is a very sad day.

Let’s take on the issue of corruption
in this institution by defeating the pre-
vious question so we can bring forward
real meaningful earmark reform, some-
thing that the new majority promised
but not only has failed to deliver on
but failed completely in getting us to
even the standard we had in the last
Congress. So vote ‘‘no’ on the previous
question and ‘‘no’’ on the rule.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. The distin-
guished Chair has requested an addi-
tional 30 seconds, and I would yield 30
seconds to my colleague.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I simply want to
say that the purpose of this resolution
is to call attention to the fact that the
State Department of the United States
of America has refused to respond to
subpoenas from a congressional com-
mittee. And if we are going to have a
free flow of discussion on Iraq and cor-
ruption, as my colleague suggested,
then we need to have the State Depart-
ment give us the documents that we
need to be able to do so. That is the
purpose for this resolution, and I urge
a ‘‘yes’ vote on all sides from everyone
who really wants this full discussion.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, in this
30 seconds what I am going to say is we
witnessed something that is virtually
unprecedented here. The manager of
the rule made it clear that he was the
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last speaker and there was no one else.
Now, I recognized the first time that I
was enthused about hearing from the
distinguished Chair of the Committee
on Rules. And I exhausted the time al-
lotted to us for our debate on the mi-
nority’s side, and this is what we have
gotten, a repetition of the same thing.

The issue of corruption, Madam
Speaker, is something that we all want
to take on; we want to take on with all
of the facts before us. Our colleagues
need to get the classified briefing and
this information. I am going to con-
tinue to urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the pre-
vious question and the rule.

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam
Speaker, I thank the distinguished
Chair for joining us. I thank my friend
from California for cooperating in this
debate and giving his usual vigorous
presentation of his side’s point of view.
I want to address a couple of things
that came up.

One, my friend from California said
basically that this is a resolution at-
tempting to appease the Out of Iraq
Caucus. And he used the word ‘‘ap-
pease.”’

It is not about that. But I will con-
fess that I am a person who is strongly
opposed to this war, believe it was the
wrong decision, it was based on false
information, and it is the single most
terrible foreign policy blunder that our
country has embarked upon. But this
resolution has nothing to do with that
profound question.

What this is about is not who favors
corruption. Nobody favors corruption.
But it is about who tolerates secrecy.
If we tolerate secrecy while we criti-
cize corruption, don’t we, in fact, con-
done the corruption to which we avert
our eyes?

How will we talk about the facts?
How can we talk about the facts which
my distinguished colleague from Cali-
fornia says he wants to talk about
when the State Department denies us
the facts?

If we are going to root out corruption
in Iraq, don’t we have to destroy the
wall of self-serving State Department
secrecy here in our own government?

It has been said on the other side
that corruption is everywhere. Human
nature. No argument there. But if cor-
ruption exists elsewhere and it is their
money and their future, that is one
thing. If corruption exists in Iraq with
our hundreds of billions of taxpayer
dollars and our soldiers and their lives,
then it is our problem. And we not only
have a right, we have a responsibility,
Madam Speaker, to do every single
thing we can to get to the bottom of it
and to stop it.

It was also said that in Iraq it is just
another government with some corrup-
tion. We owe it not just to our own
citizens, our own soldiers; we owe it to
our allies and our friends in Iraq to do
everything we can to help those good
people who are there standing up to
fight corruption back here. They need
our help.

Let me just tell you some of the tes-
timony that Judge Radhi presented to
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us about the incredible peril that folks
in Iraq are subjected to when they try
to fight for an honest government.
Judge Radhi held that position for 3
years, until he finally resigned amid
repeated death threats to himself, his
family, and his staff.

He testified in our committee that 31
of his employees had been killed, not
injured, killed, as well as at least 12 of
their family members. Judge Radhi’s
home was attacked by rockets, by a
sniper’s bullet barely missing him as
he stood outside his office. He testified
about how one staff member was
gunned down with a 7-month pregnant
wife. He testified about how the father
of a security chief was kidnapped and
then literally found hung on a meat
hook. He testified about how another
staff member’s father was killed; and
when his dead body was found, a power
drill had been used to drill his body
with holes.

These are officials who are fighting
corruption in Iraq, and they are being
gunned down, they are being assas-
sinated, they are being tortured; and
we are supposed to be standing idly by.

When we ask questions of the State
Department what is going on and they
take a document that yesterday was
unclassified and today make it classi-
fied, that is not acceptable. The State
Department anticorruption efforts
have been a mess. And basically what
the State Department is doing is just
enough so that they can claim they are
trying to do something about corrup-
tion; but basically it is status quo, as
it has been since the day this war
began.

We have to make a decision as Mem-
bers of Congress that is very simple: we
are real, we are serious, or we aren’t.
And it is about tolerating secrecy, de-
priving us and the American people of
information that we are entitled to,
that we must have in order to do our
job; or it is turning a blind eye to those
folks in Iraq who are standing up on
our side and finding their bodies of
loved ones drilled with holes and hung
on meat hooks. It is not acceptable.
The American people know it is not ac-
ceptable.

We may have an administration that
disregarded the vote of the American
people in November when they said
they wanted a new direction in Iraq.
We may have an administration that
disregarded the recommendations of an
eminent bipartisan group in the Iraq
Study Commission. And we may have
an administration that has dismissed
and disregarded votes in this House and
the Senate, making it clear that we
want a new direction even as we strug-
gle to find what that is. But we cannot,
any of us on either side of the aisle, ac-
cept being an enfeebled Congress that
isn’t entitled to get the information
that our Congress needs to do its job. It
is that simple.

And that is what this resolution is
about. That is what the Oversight and
Government Reform Committee is
about. That is what Chairman WAXMAN
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is standing up to assert and defend, and
that is our constitutional responsi-
bility. Not just prerogative, but con-
stitutional responsibility to do what is
required to defend our Constitution, to
protect our soldiers, to stand up for our
taxpayers, and to restore democratic
tradition in this country.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. DREIER is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 741 OFFERED BY MR.
DREIER OF CALIFORNIA

Strike all after the resolved clause and in-
sert the following:

That immediately upon the adoption of
this resolution the House shall, without
intervention of any point of order, consider
the resolution (H. Res. 479) to amend the
Rules of the House of Representatives to pro-
vide for enforcement of clause 9 of rule XXI
of the Rules of the House of Representatives.
The resolution shall be considered as read.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the resolution to final adoption
without intervening motion or demand for
division of the question except: (1) one hour
of debate equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Rules; and (2) one mo-
tion to recommit.

(The information contained herein was
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109th Con-
gress.)

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Democratic majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives, (VI, 308-311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.”” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the defini-
tion of the previous question used in the
Floor Procedures Manual published by the
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Rules Committee in the 109th Congress,
(page 56). Here’s how the Rules Committee
described the rule using information from
Congressional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Con-
gressional Dictionary”: “If the previous
question is defeated, control of debate shifts
to the leading opposition member (usually
the minority Floor Manager) who then man-
ages an hour of debate and may offer a ger-
mane amendment to the pending business.”

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of
Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules’ states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Democratic major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

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

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question are post-
poned.

————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2102, FREE FLOW OF IN-
FORMATION ACT OF 2007

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on
Rules, I call up House Resolution 742
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 742

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 2102) to maintain the
free flow of information to the public by pro-
viding conditions for the federally compelled
disclosure of information by certain persons
connected with the news media. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived except those arising under clause 9 or
10 of rule XXI. The amendment in the nature
of a substitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary now printed in the
bill shall be considered as adopted. The bill,
as amended, shall be considered as read. All
points of order against provisions of the bill,
as amended, are waived. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill, as amended, to final passage without in-
tervening motion except: (1) one hour of de-
bate equally divided and controlled by the
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chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on the Judiciary; (2) the
amendment printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules, if offered by Representative
Boucher of Virginia or his designee, which
shall be in order without intervention of any
point of order (except those arising under
clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI) or demand for divi-
sion of the question, shall be considered as
read, and shall be separately debatable for
ten minutes equally divided and controlled
by the proponent and an opponent; and (3)
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

SEC. 2. During consideration of H.R. 2102
pursuant to this resolution, notwithstanding
the operation of the previous question, the
Chair may postpone further consideration of
the bill to such time as may be designated by
the Speaker.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from New York is recognized
for 1 hour.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker,
for the purpose of debate only, I yield
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART). All time yielded during con-
sideration of the rule is for debate
only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have b legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and insert extraneous materials
into the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, H. Res. 742 provides
for consideration of H.R. 2102, the Free
Flow of Information Act, under a
structured rule. The rule provides 1
hour of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
the Judiciary.

I rise to speak today on one of the
most critical issues that faces our de-
mocracy, the freedom of the press and
the sacred historic protection afforded
to journalists allowing them not to re-
veal their sources.

Understanding this, in 1799, one of
our Founding Fathers, Thomas Jeffer-
son, said, ‘“‘Our citizens may be de-
ceived for a while, and have been de-
ceived; but as long as the presses can
be protected, we may trust to them for
light.”

Madam Speaker, with the birth of
this new Nation came a government
that was designed to be open and trans-
parent to its people and held account-
able for its actions. America’s Found-
ing Fathers established and imple-
mented a system of checks and bal-
ances to ensure that one branch of gov-
ernment could not unilaterally impose
its will on the others, aggressively
overstep its authority, or greedily in-
fringe upon the rights of its citizens.

Beyond the checks and balances of
government is an often overlooked, but
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equally important, element of our sys-
tem: the freedom of the press. Em-
bodied in the first amendment, this
right grants active citizens and vocal
journalists the power to expose corrup-
tion and misbehavior committed by
those elected and appointed to office.
They serve as protectors of our democ-
racy and work to make up for our sys-
tem’s failings where they exist.

Ensuring the free flow of information
and providing protection for whistle-
blowers is vital to a free society. The
Watergate scandal epitomized the
value of the free press and, with it, the
need to protect the relationship be-
tween journalists and their confiden-
tial sources.

For a moment, I would like my col-
leagues to consider a reality in which
journalists could routinely be forced to
reveal the names of their informants,
and where sources could undoubtedly
become reluctant to share important
information that is unknown to the
public.

Think of the scandals that journal-
ists have revealed just in the last few
years: The Central Intelligence Agen-
cy’s clandestine prisons across Eastern
Europe; Jack Abramoff’s trading ex-
pensive troops for political favor from
lawmakers; our veterans returning
home from Iraq and Afghanistan to di-
lapidated, unsafe, unsanitary facilities
at Walter Reed Medical Center. Make
no mistake, confidential sources made
these reports possible.

And I would be remiss if I did not ask
my colleagues, would we rather be un-
aware of these incidents because shield
laws don’t exist and our reporters are
too afraid of prosecution when doing
their jobs?

The past 6 years have produced one
disturbing reminder after another that
the legitimacy of our government and
the integrity of our democracy are de-
pendent on the ability of journalists to
protect their sources. From uncovering
the horrifying incidents of detainee
abuse at Abu Ghraib to revealing the
administration’s covert domestic spy-
ing program, the press managed to ex-
pose illegal actions by the executive
branch when Congress refused to do so.

The public has long valued this rela-
tionship as critical to the functioning
of an open and free media. Unfortu-
nately, the court record has been more
mixed.

In December of 1972, the Supreme
Court ruled that the journalist-source
relationship is not protected under the
Constitution. That ruling has allowed
journalists to be forced to testify be-
fore grand juries about their sources.
In response, individual States across
the country enacted their own jour-
nalist shield laws to guarantee that a
member of the press can continue to
maintain their anonymous sources
without fear of prosecution.

In fact, 49 States and the District of
Columbia all provide some form of
shield law. But there is still no Federal
statute providing uniformity. Now, re-
cent Federal court cases are, again,
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