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THE PRESIDENT’S PRIORITIES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, all too 
often we’ve seen this administration 
turn a blind eye toward the priorities 
of our very country. While the adminis-
tration has consistently failed to dem-
onstrate restraint when it comes to es-
calating the occupation of Iraq, it has 
cold-heartedly insisted on denying the 
children of struggling working families 
with health insurance in the name of 
fiscal discipline. Once again, the values 
of the administration are glaringly out 
of step with the values of the American 
people. 

The administration will not stand for 
accountability, transparency, or dis-
sent when it comes to ending the occu-
pation of Iraq. They will, however, sup-
port another blank check, resulting in 
more lives lost and more of our prior-
ities left unfunded. 

Earlier today, the House voted on 
overriding the President’s veto of the 
children’s health insurance reauthor-
ization, or SCHIP. When the President 
vetoed SCHIP, he argued that the ap-
pearance of fiscal responsibility was 
more important than the health of 10 
million of our children in this Nation. 
But when we learned that insuring 10 
million children in America for 1 year 
costs the same as 40 days in Iraq, it is 
clear that the administration does not 
have its priorities straight. 

Mr. Speaker, supporting our service 
men and women is certainly our abso-
lute responsibility. Our Nation has an 
obligation to those who sacrifice and 
defend us during times of war. How-
ever, our servicemembers in Iraq were 
sent into combat without adequate 
training, without state-of-the-art body 
armor and equipment, and without as-
surances that their tours of duty will 
not be overextended. The glaring fail-
ures in Iraq show that not only is the 
Bush administration defunding our Na-
tion’s priorities to continue the occu-
pation, but that it is allowing much of 
that money to be wasted. 

The Inspector General has reported 
that $8.8 billion appropriated for Iraq’s 
reconstruction cannot be accounted 
for. Media sources have recently re-
ported that the administration is con-
structing a $600 million American Em-
bassy located in the Green Zone in 
Iraq. This embassy, which is the larg-
est in the world, in fact, it is larger 
than the Vatican, this embassy will in-
clude grocery stores, a movie theater, 
tennis courts and a social club. 

It will require $1 billion a year to 
keep it up and to be maintained. In-
stead of our children’s health care, the 
priorities of the Bush administration 
seem to be waste, fraud and abuse. 

Mr. Speaker, when the administra-
tion vetoes a bipartisan investment in 
health insurance for our Nation’s chil-
dren, it rejects the priorities of the 
American people. When the adminis-
tration spends billions on constructing 

and maintaining an embassy in Iraq 
while Iraq’s infrastructure collapses 
around them, it compromises the safe-
ty of our troops abroad. And when the 
administration refuses to end the occu-
pation in Iraq, it assures that countless 
generations will suffer for their mis-
takes. 

Mr. Speaker, the priorities of the 
American people are clear. They want 
to provide health care for children. 
They want to promote peace and pro-
tect our troops. They want us to fully 
fund the efforts to bring our troops 
home. They want us to do it now. 

f 

b 1415 

THE FREE FLOW OF INFORMATION 
ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. PENCE) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I come to 
the floor weary but well after a week in 
which I have had the privilege of being 
involved in not one but two debates 
over the very freedoms enshrined in 
the first amendment of the Constitu-
tion of the United States. I am hum-
bled as someone who not only has been 
charged with public duties in rep-
resenting the good people of eastern In-
diana here on the floor of the Congress, 
but I am humbled as someone who, 
from my youth, has been fascinated 
with the freedoms enshrined in the 
first amendment of the Constitution of 
the United States. 

This week, I had the privilege of see-
ing legislation that I authored 3 years 
ago come to the floor of this Congress 
and be adopted in overwhelming and bi-
partisan measure. It was legislation 
known as the Free Flow of Information 
Act that I first introduced in the last 
Congress in partnership with Congress-
man RICK BOUCHER of Virginia, and our 
journey over these last 36 months 
brought us to that moment, this Tues-
day, where we were able, through reg-
ular order, through a thorough process 
of committee hearings and markups 
and amendments on the floor, to see 
the first Federal legislation concerning 
the freedom of the press to be adopted 
by this Congress, a sense that freedom 
was enshrined in the first amendment 
and added by Congress to the Constitu-
tion itself. 

What was especially gratifying to me 
was that we did it in a bipartisan way. 
Because I want to say as a recurrent 
theme this afternoon that on this floor 
there are many differences of opinion, 
but freedom is not a partisan issue in 
the House of Representatives. And the 
freedom of the press and the freedom of 
speech proved this week not to be a 
partisan issue, when 398 of our col-
leagues came together across the par-
tisan divide to say ‘‘yes’’ to a free and 
independent press. 

I come before this Chamber today, 
Mr. Speaker, to say ‘‘thanks’’ and to 

say how moving it was for me to play 
some small role in putting what I be-
lieve was a stitch in a tear in the fabric 
of the first amendment, freedom of the 
press. In that legislation known as the 
Free Flow of Information Act, we cre-
ated for the first time a privilege, a 
qualified privilege for reporters to keep 
information and sources confidential. 

Now, this was not a radical step. 
Some 33 States already have statutes 
that protect a reporter’s privilege. But 
it was the first time that it has suc-
ceeded in passing the House of Rep-
resentatives on the Federal level. And 
we await action by the Senate on simi-
lar legislation and hope for a con-
ference committee and resolution of 
the matter that it might be sent to the 
President. We also hope, despite con-
cerns expressed by the administration, 
that we can continue to shape this leg-
islation, continue to work with the 
good men and women in the Depart-
ment of Justice Criminal Division to 
dial it in in such a way that would 
make it possible for this President to 
sign this legislation. 

I come before you today not just be-
cause I was privileged to co-author leg-
islation that protected a reporter’s 
right to the freedom of the press and a 
free and independent press enshrined in 
the Constitution, but also because I 
have authored one other piece of legis-
lation about which we have taken ac-
tion this week which is also about free-
dom of the press. It is called the Broad-
caster Freedom Act. It is principally 
my purpose for coming before the 
Chamber today. But in each case, I 
want to begin by saying, Mr. Speaker, 
that I see the two as inextricably 
linked, that the work that Congress-
man RICK BOUCHER and I with, now, 
390-plus of our colleagues to strengthen 
a free and independent press for those 
who engage in the business of reporting 
the news, we were attempting to do 
just as vigorously and just as effec-
tively for those who commentate on 
the news. Because it has been the sub-
ject of commentators, especially com-
mentators on talk radio in America, 
about which there has been much dis-
cussion and much consternation since 
this summer. And as I will expand fur-
ther, there has been what I would char-
acterize as, both on Capitol Hill and off 
Capitol Hill, troubling discussion about 
returning censorship on the airwaves of 
America by reimposing what used to be 
known as the Fairness Doctrine on 
radio and television broadcast outlets 
in this country. 

I want to begin by stitching these 
two projects together because I think 
they are linked. Back in southern Indi-
ana, we like to say ‘‘what is good for 
the goose is good for the gander.’’ The 
press freedom that our Founders en-
shrined in the first amendment for 
those that engage in reporting is also 
the same freedom I would argue that 
protects those that are engaged in 
commentating. We tend to forget that 
opinions that we hear, left, right and 
center, on radio and television are 
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every bit as much protected by the 
first amendment freedom of the press 
than those who are typing copy and 
bylines that appear on the front page 
of the Indianapolis Star, the Muncie 
Star Press, the New York Times or the 
Washington Post. And the business of 
reporting and the business of commen-
tating are two time-honored traditions 
in the practice of American press that 
I have been able to be a part of 
strengthening and defending this week. 

As I said, now on the first, the cre-
ation of a reporter’s privilege, we were 
able to come to the floor and pass that 
legislation out of the House in strong 
bipartisan measure. On the second, we 
took action this week to file a, Mr. 
Speaker, what is known as a discharge 
petition at the Calendar here in the 
House of Representatives to enable the 
Broadcaster Freedom Act to come to 
the floor for an up-or-down vote. 

I want to explain to my colleagues 
and to anyone else looking on the im-
port of that discharge petition and why 
I believe it is every bit as important 
that we have a vote on the Broadcaster 
Freedom Act as I believed it was im-
portant that we have a vote on the 
Free Flow of Information Act. 

Let me take a half step back and say 
once again what a joy it was for me on 
both of these measures to be doing 
freedom’s work here on the floor of the 
Congress. Because we debate many 
things in our various committees and 
responsibilities here, some foreign, 
some domestic, and some having to do 
with spending, some things as mundane 
as roads and bridges and potholes, but 
as we saw today with our newly elected 
colleague, Congresswoman TSONGAS 
from Massachusetts, every one of us 
takes a very simple oath. We raise our 
right hand, as she did in this Chamber 
today, in a moment I was privileged to 
attend as a new colleague. We raise our 
right hand and we take an oath to sup-
port and uphold the Constitution of the 
United States and to protect her 
against all enemies, foreign and domes-
tic. It is at the very center of what we 
are here to do. In the first amendment 
of that Constitution, this Congress is 
specifically enjoined. We are, in effect, 
commanded by our Founding Fathers 
to make no law abridging the freedom 
of speech or of the press. It was an ap-
plication of that principle, a principle 
that I believe is a principle of limited 
government, because I happen to be-
lieve in my heart of hearts, as I said 
during the debate over the Federal 
media shield bill this week, that as a 
conservative who believes in limited 
government, I think the only check on 
government power in real-time is a free 
and independent press. There is actu-
ally nothing more consistent with my 
belief in limited government than my 
vigorous defense and advance of the in-
terests of a free and independent press. 

Now, that being said, while we have 
the success on the one, we need an up- 
or-down vote on the other for reasons 
that I want to describe. But I want to 
be clear on the point that I believe this 

is all tied up in our duty that each one 
of the 435 Members of this Congress 
embraced in taking that oath of office. 
Because I can’t help but feel that 
whether it was the erosion of an inde-
pendent press and a rising tide of re-
porters being threatened with sub-
poenas, subpoenaed, and even being put 
into jail that was encroaching on that 
injunction in the first amendment, I 
also believe that much of the talk 
about restoring regulation and out-
right censorship to the airwaves of 
America, particularly the radio air-
waves of America, is also violative of 
that specific language in the first 
amendment. 

Now, about the Fairness Doctrine. 
The American people love a fair fight, 
and so do I, especially where the issues 
of the day are debated. But I would 
submit that in a free market, fairness 
should be based on equal opportunity, 
not equal results. And the fairness doc-
trine, as it was applied to 4 decades in 
American radio, was a doctrine that, 
while it was perhaps borne of the best 
intentions, it was not about the equal 
opportunity in a wide range of ideas, 
but it was about dictating results on 
the airwaves of America. Here is where 
it came from. 

The Radio Act of 1929 was passed into 
law by this Congress, perhaps well-de-
bated in this very room. When it be-
came law there were, quite frankly, 
Mr. Speaker, very few radio stations in 
America. I don’t know the exact num-
ber off the top of my head, but radio at 
the time of the Depression was in its 
infancy. By the time that the Federal 
Communications Commission got 
around to passing the regulations that 
came to be known as the Fairness Doc-
trine in 1939, there was virtually no tel-
evision in America, and radio was still 
in its infancy. Many communities in 
America, having no indigenous radio 
station at all, but the regulations folks 
then came along and said, look, there 
is a limited number of radio stations in 
America, in 1929 to 1939, and so the 
thought was because they are, the air-
waves belong to the public, that, in ef-
fect, the Federal Communications 
Commission ought to make sure that 
both sides of controversial issues is de-
bated fairly and evenly. It sounded rea-
sonable enough at the time, I suspect, 
and while it rubs against my more lib-
ertarian instincts, I will say, there 
may have been a legitimate basis for 
the Fairness Doctrine in 1929, less so, 
but maybe in 1939, because of the 
scarce number of radio signals that 
were there. But from 1939 to 1987, for 4 
decades, the Fairness Doctrine reined 
on the airwaves of America. 

b 1430 
As we learned in those 40-some-odd 

years, there is nothing fair about the 
Fairness Doctrine. The elements of this 
regulation that were designed to en-
sure that both sides of the argument 
were heard ended up having the effect 
of ensuring that in most cases, on most 
radio stations, no sides of the argu-
ment were heard. 

The reality is that from 1939 to 1987, 
when the Federal Communications 
Commission struck down the Fairness 
Doctrine on its own, there was vir-
tually nothing like what has come to 
be known left, right and center as 
American talk radio today. In fact, it 
is almost inarguable that the dynamic 
forum that has emerged as talk radio 
today virtually began with the repeal 
of the Fairness Doctrine in 1987. 

So the first part of this debate, Mr. 
Speaker, is we don’t need to wonder 
what American broadcast radio would 
look like if the Fairness Doctrine were 
re-imposed. We have four decades of ex-
perience. We know precisely what the 
public airwaves would look like if we 
returned to this arcane rule of content 
regulation. 

Truthfully, I think the most likely 
outcome is not that radio stations that 
carry Rush Limbaugh would also carry 
Alan Colmes. The reality is, faced with 
recordkeeping, red tape, potential legal 
fees that would attach to a Fairness 
Doctrine challenge filed with the FCC, 
and potential loss of their license, most 
of the 2,000 radio stations today that 
carry talk radio simply wouldn’t carry 
it any more. 

Now why do I know this? Let me be 
a little bit autobiographical for a sec-
ond, Mr. Speaker. Before I was elected 
to Congress in the year 2000, I made a 
living in radio. I had a call-in talk 
radio show heard exclusively in Indi-
ana. It was carried on 20 different radio 
stations, from 9 a.m. to noon. I tell 
people sometimes I was Rush 
Limbaugh on decaf. I was conservative, 
but wasn’t in a bad mood about it. We 
had all different sides on. But I would 
bring my cheerful conservative per-
spective to bear across the airways of 
heartland Indiana every day. 

Mr. Speaker, I started in radio in lit-
tle old, no pun intended, Rushville, In-
diana, in 1989, a little tiny show that 
aired from 6 to 6:30 p.m. That gave rise 
to a weekend show, and that gave rise 
to a daily show, and then I was in syn-
dicated radio for the better part of 7 
years. It was a blast. I enjoyed it. When 
the opportunity came for me to go into 
public service, I was torn because I so 
enjoyed the opportunity to get in front 
of that microphone and talk to Hoo-
siers every day about the things that 
were important to them and share my 
philosophy of government. 

My wife and I ultimately felt a call-
ing in our life to public service. We 
stepped forward. I never looked back. 
But I lived in the business for a long 
time. I spent a lot of time driving 
around to little radio stations across 
Indiana and dropping off tapes to sta-
tion managers and asking them if they 
would carry what we conveniently en-
titled ‘‘The Mike Pence Show.’’ 

So I know these radio station owners, 
and I know that a lot of them run these 
stations on a shoestring. The reality is, 
and the reason why, when the Fairness 
Doctrine was in effect, there were 200 
talk radio stations in America, and 
after the Fairness Doctrine was re-
pealed, there are now 2,000 talk radio 
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stations in America, is because, quite 
frankly, when the Fairness Doctrine 
was in effect, most radio stations just 
said we can’t deal with the con-
troversy, the recordkeeping, the mak-
ing sure that we live up to Federal reg-
ulations. For heaven’s sake, we can’t 
live with the risk that somebody would 
file a complaint with the Federal Com-
munications Commission and we would 
possibly lose our license. 

I saw in the years immediately fol-
lowing the repeal of the Fairness Doc-
trine radio station owners beginning to 
awaken to the fact that they could put 
commentators on the airwaves and 
enjoy freedom and let nothing other 
than the marketplace itself choose who 
was going to succeed on their radio sta-
tion. As my friend, the former majority 
leader, Dick Armey, loves to say often, 
and I give him credit for the phrase, 
freedom works. 

The truth is, after the Reagan admin-
istration struck down the Fairness 
Doctrine, we saw an explosion of talk 
radio. Frankly, most of the talk shows 
that have succeeded on a national level 
reflect a center right philosophical per-
spective. The truth is, Mr. Speaker, 
that in many of the largest markets 
around the country, some of the most 
popular talk show hosts are self-de-
scribed liberals, or progressives and I 
say more power to them. 

The truth is that the reality of 
American talk radio today is as diverse 
as the American people. And yet, and 
now I shift on the reason for the Broad-
caster Freedom Act and the reason for 
us taking the extraordinary measure of 
filing a discharge petition on the floor 
of the Congress, I say with a heavy 
heart that some on Capitol Hill are 
calling for a return of the Fairness 
Doctrine to the airwaves of America. 

Mr. Speaker, I will offer some quotes, 
with great respect to colleagues in this 
Chamber and the next. Senator RICH-
ARD DURBIN said, as quoted in The Hill 
on June 27: ‘‘It’s time to reinstitute the 
Fairness Doctrine.’’ The Senate major-
ity whip, DICK DURBIN of Illinois, went 
on to say: ‘‘I have this old-fashioned 
attitude that when Americans hear 
both sides of the story, they are in a 
better position to make a decision.’’ 

Senator DIANNE FEINSTEIN told the 
same publication that she is, in fact, 
‘‘looking at’’ reviving the Fairness 
Doctrine. She told Fox News on Sun-
day, June 24, that she was reviewing 
the Fairness Doctrine ‘‘because talk 
radio is overwhelmingly one way,’’ in 
her words. Senator JOHN KERRY, the 
former Democratic nominee for Presi-
dent of the United States, and easily 
one of the most respected and powerful 
Members of the United States Senate, 
told the Brian Lehrer radio show on 
June 26: ‘‘I think the Fairness Doctrine 
ought to be there. I also think the 
Equal Time Doctrine ought to come 
back.’’ He went on to say: ‘‘I mean, 
these are the people who wiped out one 
of the most profound changes in the 
balance of the media, is when conserv-
atives got rid of the equal time require-

ments. And the result is that, you 
know, they have been able to squeeze 
down, squeeze out opinions of opposing 
views, and I think it’s been an impos-
ing transition in the imbalance of our 
public.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, three of the most pow-
erful Members of the United States 
Senate this summer, in the wake of the 
collapse of the amnesty bill that the 
Senate was attempting to move, ex-
pressed with frustration the need to re-
turn Federal regulation of the airwaves 
of America. American Spectator re-
cently reported that according to two 
Members of the House Democratic Cau-
cus, Speaker NANCY PELOSI and STENY 
HOYER, they will ‘‘aggressively pursue 
reinstatement of the so-called Fairness 
Doctrine over the next six months.’’ 
That was reported on May 14. 

When I brought an amendment to the 
floor this summer that would just buy 
a 1-year moratorium to the re-imposi-
tion of the Fairness Doctrine, while 107 
of my Democratic colleagues voted 
with us, none of the Democratic leader-
ship or any of the leadership of the 
powerful committees of jurisdiction 
voted with us to prevent the Fairness 
Doctrine from returning. 

Mr. Speaker, there are other exam-
ples of distinguished colleagues who 
have every right to hold the views they 
hold. I do not question their integrity 
or their sincerity; I just disagree with 
them vigorously. I do not accept the 
conclusion of the Center for American 
Progress, run by the former chief of 
staff of the Clinton administration. 
John Podesta, one of the most highly 
regarded thinkers in the modern Demo-
cratic Party today, runs a think tank. 
That group published an extensive 
cross-tabulated report this summer 
from their Center for American 
Progress entitled: ‘‘The Structural Im-
balance of American Talk Radio.’’ 
While their proposal did not specifi-
cally call for the Fairness Doctrine, 
frankly, it called for much worse. It 
called for a whole new range of regula-
tions involving ownership and consent 
on the airwaves of America. 

So before anyone dismisses our ef-
forts in trying to bring the Broadcaster 
Freedom Act to the floor of the House 
of Representatives as just more poli-
tics, let me say that I believe that it is 
imperative that the American people 
know that the next President of the 
United States, whoever he or she might 
be, could reinstate the Fairness Doc-
trine without an act of Congress unless 
we pass the Broadcaster Freedom Act. 

Now, let me get to the legislation 
and make a few other comments about 
our extraordinary measure in the dis-
charge petition that we filed this week. 
The legislation itself is very simple. 
The Broadcaster Freedom Act, which I 
introduced with Congressman GREG 
WALDEN that is cosponsored by every 
single Republican Member of the House 
of Representatives, and one Democrat, 
I am very happy and proud to say, a 
formal journalist himself, Congress-
man JOHN YARMUTH of Kentucky, the 

Broadcaster Freedom Act simply says 
this, Mr. Speaker: it says that the Con-
gress takes away from the FCC the 
power to re-impose the Fairness Doc-
trine without an act of Congress. 

Now why is that necessary? Well, I 
hasten to remind my colleagues and 
anyone looking in that the FCC did 
away with the Fairness Doctrine in 
1987. They were doing away with a reg-
ulation that they created. Therefore, if 
the FCC were to change its mind, it 
could bring back the Fairness Doctrine 
without ever consulting the Congress. 
The truth is, the next President of the 
United States is, whoever he or she 
might be, were they sympathetic to the 
opinions expressed by Senator RICHARD 
DURBIN, Senator JOHN KERRY, and oth-
ers that we need to re-impose the Fair-
ness Doctrine, re-impose provisions of 
regulations like equal time and other 
things, that President, whoever he or 
she might be, could make virtually one 
appointment to the FCC and restore 
the Fairness Doctrine like that. I think 
the American people have a right to 
know that. The Broadcaster Freedom 
Act essentially says we are taking that 
power away from the FCC to re-impose 
the Fairness Doctrine. It’s just that 
simple and no more complex than that. 

Mr. Speaker, why do we need to do 
this? Then I will talk a little bit about 
what we are doing tactically and stra-
tegically to get an up-or-down vote. 
The reason we are doing it, I think, 
frankly, is because who’s against fair-
ness? I have to tell you that I was not 
terribly surprised when a recent na-
tional poll done by the Rasmussen poll-
ing firm found that 41 percent of those 
surveyed said they would be willing to 
require radio and TV stations to offer 
equal amounts of conservative and lib-
eral commentary, and only 41 percent 
said they opposed. 

So literally the American people, as 
we stand today, having not had this na-
tional debate, are fairly evenly divided 
on what I believe amounts to censor-
ship of the airwaves of America. But, 
again, it’s because of that pernicious 
word ‘‘fairness.’’ We have seen an en-
tire cable television network built on 
the catch phrase ‘‘fair and balanced.’’ 
Yet, as I said at the outset of my re-
marks on the House floor today, there 
is nothing fair about the Fairness Doc-
trine. The reality is that were we to 
bring back this archaic rule to the air-
waves of America, we would see talk 
radio as we know it either greatly di-
minished or essentially vanish from 
the American political debate. 

So the Broadcaster Freedom Act I 
think is an effort to run to the sound of 
the guns on behalf of freedom. I hope 
that my colleagues who know me well 
know that I bring the same sincerity of 
purpose to this mission as I brought to 
the legislation that I coauthored that 
we passed this week to create a quali-
fied privilege for reporters in the Free 
Flow of Information Act. To me, it’s 
all about that constitutional principle 
of a free and independent press. 

Mr. Speaker, while I will say that de-
spite the fact that the Broadcaster 
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Freedom Act is cosponsored by 203 
Members of Congress, despite the fact 
that the principles of broadcast free-
dom that were enshrined in the Pence 
amendment this summer that essen-
tially created a 1-year ban on re-impos-
ing the Fairness Doctrine passed by 309 
votes, we are yet to see any action ei-
ther at the committee level or on the 
floor calendar for consideration of the 
Broadcaster Freedom Act. 

b 1445 

And I want to tell you, and I will talk 
a little technical here, Mr. Speaker, I 
am a regular order kind of a guy. I like 
legislation to go through subcommit-
tees and committees and have hear-
ings. I think the American people work 
their will when Congress is moving in 
the ordinary processes designed to vet 
and draft and redraft legislation. 

And so it is an extraordinary thing 
for me to say that we ought to have a 
petition that brings the Broadcaster 
Freedom Act straight to the floor. In 
fact, in keeping with that principle, 
the rule that we wrote is an open rule. 
I would be more than willing to have 
several days of debate about broadcast 
freedom on the floor of this Congress. I 
would be more than willing to enter-
tain as many amendments to the 
Broadcaster Freedom Act as Members 
wanted to propose. This is not an effort 
to silence the debate; it is an effort to 
have a debate about the freedom of 
American commentators on the public 
airwaves of America to engage in 
speech in a manner consistent with the 
first amendment. 

And so this week, as I have been al-
luding, I along with now, I believe, the 
count this afternoon is about 140 Mem-
bers of Congress, including all of the 
Republican leadership, we filed what is 
called a discharge petition that, if it is 
signed by 218 Members of Congress, will 
bring the Broadcaster Freedom Act to 
the floor of the Congress for an up-or- 
down vote. 

While I would hope that my col-
leagues in the Democrat majority, 
while I would hope that the distin-
guished Speaker of the House, NANCY 
PELOSI, might even be looking in on 
my remarks today and may ultimately 
decide MIKE is right, we ought to have 
a debate and a vote on the Broadcaster 
Freedom Act and the discharge peti-
tion would not be necessary, I am get-
ting the impression that is not likely 
to happen. 

And so we have taken an extraor-
dinary measure, and as I said, I, along 
with the Republican leader, JOHN 
BOEHNER, the Republican whip, ROY 
BLUNT, conference chairman, ADAM 
SMITH, and others are now calling on 
our colleagues in a spirit of good will 
to say: Give us an up-or-down vote on 
the Broadcaster Freedom Act on the 
floor of the House of Representatives, 
because I want to make a very bold 
statement about this legislation. And 
having just seen legislation that I co-
authored get 398 votes on the House 
floor Tuesday, I hope people don’t 

think that I am talking through my 
hat. 

I want to say with confidence that if 
the Broadcaster Freedom Act was 
brought to the floor of the House of 
Representatives, I believe it would pass 
overwhelmingly, because every time 
freedom gets an up-or-down vote on the 
floor of Congress, freedom wins. 

I go back to this summer, as I said, I 
introduced an amendment, the Pence 
amendment to the appropriations bill 
that funded the FCC. I didn’t know how 
it would do. I introduced the amend-
ment to deny any funding to the FCC 
in the next year to bring back the Fair-
ness Doctrine. It was a way of starting 
this conversation. My gosh, it passed; 
309 Members of Congress voted for the 
Pence amendment. It was over-
whelming, including 107 backbench 
Members of the Democratic majority. I 
am sincerely grateful for that, but that 
was a 1-year moratorium. 

The truth is we have a Presidential 
election just around the corner. We 
will have a new administration in 
Washington, DC, and many of the lead-
ers of the Democratic Party on Capitol 
Hill are calling for a return of the Fair-
ness Doctrine, so now is the time for us 
to permanently do what 309 Members of 
Congress voted to do for a year, and 
that is to ensure the ongoing freedom 
of the airwaves of America by passing 
the Broadcaster Freedom Act. 

Again, I want to say I am absolutely 
positive it would win, and I am positive 
it would have an overwhelming bipar-
tisan vote because, as we learned this 
week with the Free Flow of Informa-
tion Act, every time freedom gets a 
vote on the floor of the people’s House, 
freedom wins. 

Let me close, and I notice from the 
clock it is coming up on the time for 
me to give a tour to 100 eighth graders 
from Dearborn County, Indiana, and I 
can’t be late for that. But let me say, 
bringing back the Fairness Doctrine 
would amount to government control 
over political views expressed on the 
public airwaves. Plain and simple. 

I say with great respect to those who 
think we ought to return to those 4 
decades where the Federal Government 
thought it was its role to regulate the 
debate that took place on the airwaves 
of radio and television, I say with great 
respect to them, I think there is a 
great danger when we unleash the 
power of the Federal Government to 
corral, to organize, to minimize or cat-
egorize or prioritize the American po-
litical debate. It is the essence of my 
belief that as messy as freedom is, it is 
the freedom of the American people 
that has created the most powerful and 
the most prosperous Nation in the his-
tory of the world. 

I really believe with all my heart 
that at the end of the day, that as 
messy and as painful as it sometimes is 
for those of us in positions of public 
power, that the very well-being of the 
Nation is tied up in those of us in this 
body standing for the freedoms en-
shrined in the first amendment. 

I was asked by a reporter yesterday 
at a press conference, Mr. Speaker: 
What if all of talk radio, 
monolithically talk radio reflected a 
liberal world view, would you still be 
doing this? 

And I stepped to the microphone con-
fidently and I said: Well, let me tell 
you, a lot of people think a lot of the 
national news media is fairly liberal. 
And I agree. An awful lot of the people 
that report on the network national 
news and some of the leading news-
papers in America are quite liberal in 
their viewpoints. 

Mr. Speaker, that didn’t stop me 
from coauthoring the Free Flow of In-
formation Act to protect the right of 
reporters in the electronic news media 
and the print media to keep sources 
confidential. And I appeal to my col-
leagues, men and women of good will 
all, who voted with us this summer for 
broadcast freedom, to join us again and 
sign this discharge petition. 

I said on the House floor yesterday, if 
you support broadcast freedom, sign 
the petition. If you oppose the Fairness 
Doctrine and the archaic notion of the 
Federal Communications Commission 
regulating the airwaves of America as 
it did for 4 decades, sign the petition. I 
said if you cherish the dynamic na-
tional asset, left, right, and center that 
has become American talk radio since 
1987, sign the petition. And ultimately, 
if you don’t agree with any one of 
those positions but you just think that 
broadcast freedom ought to get an up- 
or-down vote on the House floor, I say 
to my colleagues, sign the petition be-
cause it is imperative to me, and the 
American people understand, that if 218 
Members of this body sign that piece of 
paper, we will get an up-or-down vote 
on the Broadcaster Freedom Act, and I 
am positive we will send the Fairness 
Doctrine to the ash heap of broadcast 
history where it belongs. 

I have every confidence that Repub-
licans and Democrats in overwhelming 
numbers will reject the Fairness Doc-
trine, will adopt the Broadcaster Free-
dom Act, and we will be able, like we 
did on Tuesday of this week, to know 
that we set aside politics and we stood 
together as a Nation behind that blood- 
bought freedom of speech and freedom 
of the press that is enshrined in the 
first amendment. 

Lastly, let me quote President John 
F. Kennedy, who was a boyhood hero of 
mine. When I first became involved in 
politics, it may surprise some of my 
colleagues to know that I was the 
Youth Democrat Party Coordinator in 
Bartholemew County, Indiana. I am 
probably the only Republican in Con-
gress who has a bust of John F. Ken-
nedy in my campaign headquarters. 
But as a fellow second generation Irish 
American, I still find him a deeply in-
spirational figure. 

It seems to me John F. Kennedy ex-
pressed some words that speak to our 
time about this debate. He said: ‘‘We 
are not afraid to entrust the American 
people with unpleasant facts, foreign 
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ideas, alien philosophies, and competi-
tive values. For a nation that is afraid 
to let its people judge the truth and 
falsehood in an open market is a nation 
that is afraid of its people.’’ 

Let me say that one more time be-
cause it literally could be a part of this 
debate over the Fairness Doctrine 
today. President John F. Kennedy said: 
‘‘We are not afraid to entrust the 
American people with unpleasant facts, 
foreign ideas, alien philosophies, and 
competitive values.’’ Let me stop 
there. 

You listen to talk radio today, it is 
almost as if John F. Kennedy had lis-
tened to it. There are an awful lot of 
unpleasant facts for people in power 
that get mentioned on talk radio. A lot 
of foreign ideas. Occasionally some 
downright alien philosophies. If you 
listen to late-night talk radio, there 
are sometimes literally alien philoso-
phies, and there certainly are competi-
tive values. 

But John F. Kennedy went on to say: 
‘‘A nation that is afraid to let its peo-
ple judge the truth and falsehood in an 
open market is a nation that is afraid 
of its people.’’ 

You know, America is a Nation of 
freedom and strong opinion, and our 
government must not be afraid to en-
trust our good people with all the facts 
and all the opinions necessary to make 
choices as an informed electorate. That 
is what democracy is all about. Now, is 
it comfortable for men and women in 
power who work in this rarified air of 
this marble building, no. But is it free-
dom? Is it what our Founders intended 
when they enshrined a free and inde-
pendent press in the first amendment 
of the Constitution? You bet it is. I 
mean to tell you, our Founders did not 
enshrine the freedom of the press in 
the first amendment because they got 
good press. Our Founders enshrined the 
freedom of the press in the first amend-
ment of the Constitution because they 
understood that a free and independent 
press is the only check on government 
power in real-time. And our Founders 
whose faces, some of which are chiseled 
into the wall or painted on canvasses 
in this Chamber, believed in limited 
government and they believed in hold-
ing people like me and the other 434 
Members of Congress who work in this 
Chamber accountable to a free and vig-
orous debate among the American peo-
ple. 

So I just come to the floor today to 
say thank you to my colleagues, thank 
you for standing for a free and inde-
pendent press this week in the Free 
Flow of Information Act. I am deeply 
humbled and grateful for the work of 
my coauthor and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER) as 
we passed the first Federal legislation 
protecting a reporter’s right to keep a 
source confidential in American his-
tory. It passed the House this week. It 
passed by 398 votes. 

I also want to thank my colleagues 
who stood with me this summer 
against broadcast censorship, voting 

for my amendment to ban the Fairness 
Doctrine for 1 year, 309 Members, 107 
Democrats in the Congress joined us, 
and I thank them for that. 

I want to thank the 203 colleagues, 
all of the Republicans and one Demo-
crat, who have cosponsored the Broad-
caster Freedom Act that would send 
the Fairness Doctrine to the ash heap 
of broadcast history forever. 

Now I want to close on this last legis-
lative day of the week with a chal-
lenge. 

b 1500 
I want to challenge my colleagues to 

sign the petition that’s at the counter 
to bring the Broadcaster Freedom Act 
to the floor of the Congress for an up- 
or-down vote; and I say again, Mr. 
Speaker, to you and to my colleagues 
and to anyone who might be looking 
in, if 218 Members of Congress sign the 
discharge petition for the Broadcaster 
Freedom Act, we will bring this legisla-
tion to the floor of the Congress and it 
will pass. 

I say that having been through lit-
erally thousands of votes on this House 
floor, many of which I didn’t know the 
outcome before I showed up, some of 
which I had to wait a long time for the 
outcome, longer than I should have. 
But this one I say with confidence and 
with humility and with gratitude, if 
the Broadcaster Freedom Act that 
would do away forever with the Fair-
ness Doctrine comes to the floor of the 
House of Representatives, it will pass 
with bipartisan support because free-
dom is not a partisan issue on the floor 
of the Congress. 

I believe we proved this Tuesday with 
the Free Flow of Information Act what 
we will prove the day the Broadcaster 
Freedom Act comes to this floor, that 
every time freedom gets an up-or-down 
vote in the House of Representatives, 
freedom wins. 

So I urge my colleagues, but espe-
cially those who supported broadcast 
freedom earlier this year, sign the dis-
charge petition for H.R. 2905 and bring 
the Broadcaster Freedom Act to the 
floor of the Congress; 218 Member sig-
natures will make it possible for the 
American people to have their say and 
send the Fairness Doctrine forever to 
the ash heap of broadcast history 
where it belongs. 

Let’s bring the Broadcaster Freedom 
Act to the floor. Let’s let freedom 
reign, and let’s do it together as we did 
this Tuesday, Republicans and Demo-
crats, standing for the freedoms en-
shrined in the first amendment, the 
freedom of the press, the freedom of 
speech, the Broadcaster Freedom Act. 

f 

30-SOMETHING WORKING GROUP 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MEEK) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
it’s an honor to be before the House 
once again. 

As you know, the 30-something 
Working Group, we come to the floor 
maybe once, twice, three times, if we 
can, a week to not only share with the 
Members the good things that we are 
doing but also some things that we are 
going to have to work together on, 
bills that we’re going to have to work 
together on on behalf of America. 

We’ve been able to do quite a bit this 
session, Mr. Speaker, and accomplish a 
lot in this first session. We have had 
record-breaking roll call votes never 
taken before. I think it’s somewhere 
around 980 votes, I mean, not even 
counting the votes today, that have 
been taken here in the House that have 
never been taken in the history of the 
Republic, since the mid-70s. I believe it 
was 1975 or 1974 that held the record for 
roll call votes, and this year is not over 
yet, and we still have a lot of business 
to conduct. 

I can’t help but, Mr. Speaker, come 
to the floor and talk a little bit about 
what happened with the children’s 
health care bill. I know just an hour 
ago we voted to override the President 
of the United States, and that’s some-
thing that the Congress has the oppor-
tunity to do. The President decided to 
veto the children’s health care bill. The 
Congress said that we would override. 
The Senate had the votes but the 
House, we weren’t able to do it today. 
It wasn’t because of Democratic Mem-
bers of Congress, why we weren’t able 
to override, and it wasn’t because of 44 
Republicans who voted with Democrats 
to override the President. It was 154 
Republicans who decided to stand with 
the President and not voting for the 
override. 

Now, we fell 13 votes short. What 
does that mean? I’m not here today to 
start calling names and pointing fin-
gers, but I’m here today to make sure 
that the Members know that the good 
thing about America is that you have 
the second chance to do the right 
thing, and the Members had a second 
chance to do the right thing and failed 
to do so. The 13 Members or so failed to 
do so because they voted against the 
original bill that came before us that 
the President vetoed, but on the over-
ride they had the opportunity to say 
the right thing, and they didn’t do it. 

And within that 154 or within that 13, 
I just want to identify some of the 
States that will not receive health care 
or children’s health care from the CHIP 
bill. 

In California, 1.8 million kids have 
been denied health care. State of Flor-
ida, my very State, my State that I 
represent, those Members that voted, 
the 13 we fell short, voted against 
616,000 kids. In Georgia, 467,000 for 
those Members that voted against the 
SCHIP bill override. Illinois, 435,000; In-
diana, 199,000. And I’m just using round 
numbers here, Mr. Speaker. Iowa, 
72,962; Kentucky, 112,000 will be denied 
health care because Members of the 
other side, 13 Republicans, said we 
needed to be able to close the gap, did 
not vote with us today to override the 
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